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NOTE BY TRANSLATOR. 



This volume completes the historical part of Dr. 
Pfleiderer's Philosophy of Religion, and the two volumes 
now in the hands of the English reader may be regarded 
as a complete work, in which the impressive story of Euro- 
pean religious thought from Spinoza downwards is com- 
prehensively set forth by a master hand. The author has 
very kindly furnished for this translation a discussion of 
the position of Mr. Matthew Arnold ; this will be found in 
the chapter on Neo-Xantian thought, which deals with 
religious views similar to those of Mr. Arnold, which have 
been advanced in recent times in other countries of Europe. 
Part of the section on Bledermann in the chapter on Post- 
Hegelian thought is also new, and a paragraph on Mr. 
Henry Drummond has been added for the present volume. 

A. M. 
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THE SPECULATIVE PHILOSOPHY OF EELIGION. 
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CHAPTER III. 



FRIEDRICH WILUELM JOSEPH 3CHRLLING. ' 



That the world is a plienomenon of mind, is the fundamental 
thought of modern philosophy from Kant downwards ; and that 
philosophy is accordingly in its essence idealism. With Kant this 
phenomenon has its hasis hoth in the knowing mind and in the 
" thing in itself " ; and since these are to his view two heterogeneous 
causes without inner relation to each other, it is impossible to deter- 
mine how much of the phenomenon belongs to the knowing subject, 
how much to the thing, the object of liuowledge. It is not an accu- 
rate expression of the nature of either the one or the other; and so 
it is, and remains, an appearance which oscillates indefinitely and 
without possibility of definition between subjectivity and objectivity, 
and the truth of which never ceases to be problematicaL "With 
Fichte the phenomenon has its tasis in the knowing mind alone ; it 
is the product of the imagination of that mind, the self-set limit of 
its freedom, the material, made sensible, of its duties ; iu fact, it is 
the reflection of the subjective mind, in which its nature is correctly 
mirrored ; in this, in this alone, lies the truth of it ; the world 

■■ E08BNKRAMTZ, SehtUing-Vorlesun^en vom Sonvmer, ^2. Hubert Ekckeb's 
Ahhandiann abtr die Ttegalive iind potilhi Philosophie SrJieUing's, and SberdieBedeu- 
tmg der SchtHing'nchen MOaphijuik (1861). Comstamtih FfiiUiTX, ScheUtng'a jxaiCive 
Philosophie. Cdthen, 1880. Otto PcLEniKHEFt, GedSchtnvnirede 2u Se^elli>lg\•' 
JtibMvm. Stattgart, 1S7S. 
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2 PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION. 

wliich appeura to the mind has do separate reality at alL Schelling, 
on the contrary, will have the world regarded as the real pheno- 
menon of mind, which possesses truth in itself separately, apart 
from the knowing mind and before its knowledge ; biit a truth 
which is not like Kant's " thing in itself," foreign and inaccessible ttf" 
the knowing mind, but of the same nature, and hence accessible 
and manifest to its knowledge, so that the mind in making the 
world the object of its knowledge, finds itself in it, and recognises 
in the phenomenon of the world both its own nature and that 
of the world, both in the same objective truth, because in essen- 
tial unity, the only difference being in the form in which that one 
truth is realised and set forth. Thus idealism is here both com- 
pleted and supplemented ; not supplemented by tacking on to it, in 
a lame external way, a realistic appendix, but by being shown to 
be when completed at once and immediately one with realism. 
Mind is invisible nature. Nature is mind made visible ; mind is the 
inner side of all that is outward, the real working principle in all 
that is actual, as all that is outward ia but its representation of 
itself, all that is actual the foi'm and means of its self-realisation. 

From this point of view there arose new tasks for philosophy ; 
the attempt had to be made to recognise in nature the unconscious 
shaping of mind, striving after consciousness and freedom through 
the various stages of organisation ; and on the other hand, to trace in 
the historical life of mind the process by which it extricates itself from 
its original entanglement in nature, and comes to itself ; and then, 
further, how it again makes good its breach witli nature, and restores 
its original unity with her in a higher form as its own free product. 
Thus we have the three principal parts of philosophy — the philo- 
sophy of Nature, of History, and of Art and Eeligion. These arc 
treated connectedly in the Sj/stem of Transcendental Idealism (1800), 
• which is the most complete of Schelling's writings. In this work 
the subject of religion is only briefly touched upon at the close of 
the History of Philosophy ; but the suggestions thrown out are in- 
teresting both in themselves and as the germs of thought put for- 
ward at a later period, and we shall do well to notice them. 
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Schelling'a mind is already busy with the problem of liberty in 
ita relation to the necessity, the law, and the pui-pose of the world- 
order ; to this problem he is already seeking a nolution drawn from 
ultimate metaphysical principles. " That the entirely lawless play 
of freedom, which every free being ia playing for itself, as if no other 
being existed by its aide, should yet issue in a result which ia 
reasonable and connected — and that this is so, I am obliged to take 
for granted in every act I do — is a thing quite incomprehensible if 
it be not the case that the objective is in all acting something com- 
mon, by which all the acts of men are guided to one harmonious end, 
so that, however they indulge their own caprices, they yet bring 
about, without and against their will, by a necessity which is hidden 
from their eyes, a development of the drama which they themselves 
were far from intending. This necessity can only be thought by an 
absolute synthesis of all the acts by which the whole of hietory 
unrolls itself, a synthesis in which all is estimated and calculated 
beforehand in such a way that, however contradictory and dishar- 
monious it may appear, it yet has and finds in it its basis of unity," 
Such a synthesis or pre-established harmony of the 'subjective and 
the objective, the conscious and the unconscious, the free and the 
necessary, must have its ground in a _ Highe r, which transcends both, 
which can be neither of the two, bat only the absolute identity of 
both. The " Eternal Uuconacions " is, on the one hand, the invisible 
root of all intelligences and the ground of the law-obeervance they 
exhibit in the midst of their freedom ; but itself cannot be denoted 
by any predicates taken from the world of intelligence and freedom, 
since it is the absolutely Simjle, which for that reason can never be an 
object of knowledge, but only of presupposition in action, i.6. of fai th. 

This absolute, which forms the necessary presupposition of the 
order found in history, does not become outwardly visible at any 
single part of history, but it manifests itself continuously throughout* 
all history. " God never is, if being be that which manifests itself 
in the objective world ; if he were we would not be ; but he mani- 
fests himself continually. Man carries on throughout his history a 
continuous proof of the existence of God : but the proof can only be 
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completed by the whole of history. If we think of history as a play 
in which every one performs his part without constraint, the 
rational development of this intricate play presupposes the unity 
of the mind that is creative in them all ; hut the freedom of c 
acting obliges us to think that the poet is not independent of us, so 
that we should have merely to cavry out what he has conceived ; 
but that he only discovers himself step by step by the play of our 
freedom, so that we are collaborators of the whole, and self-inven- 
tors each of his own part. Thus the last ground of harmony l 
tweeu freedom and the objective (what is under law) can never 
become perfectly objective if the appearance of freedom is to con- 
tinue." It is easy to discern in these sentences the germs of the 
later theogonio speculations of Schelling. The continuous becoming 
manifest of God in human history is even here called his " becoming 
objective," and confounded with a real becoming of God. 

In the historical manifestation of the absolute we have to dis- 
tinguish, according to Schelling, three periods. Those he charac- 
terises in a very curious way. The Jirst is rided by JilinH fnf f^ to 
which the noblest humanity that ever blossomed, such as will never 
come again, tragically falls a victim. In the scconii the law of 
Kature rules, and manifesting itself in the Eoman thirst for con- 
quest, brings into existence a universal state, all occurrences i 
which, including the fall of the Koman world-state, are to 1 
regarded pui'ely as natural events. The (Aw-rf period will be 1 
in which what appeared in the earlier ones as fate, and as nature^ 
reveals itself as Providence. When this period will begin we can- 
not say, but when it is there, God too will he. Here it is hard to 
understand, in the first place, how Schelling could have conceived a 
period of the " noblest humanity" to have existed under the rule of 
blind fate. Still harder is it to see why he only expects the period 
of providence from the future, instead of regarding it as come in[ 
Christianity ; he himself says that when reflection lifts itself np t 
the absolute as the common basis of the unity of both freedom and'^ 
necessity, the system of Providence, i.e. religion in the only ti-ue 
aense of the word, came into existence ; and we should imagine that 
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he found this in Christiaaity, especially as, if this were not so, hia 
scheme of history would omit the whole Chriatiau period altogether. 
At a later time he changed his position in this respect. But the 
over-estimate of tnjjthojoqy, which is here apparent, remained with 
him : lie regards it as the poetical form of religion. Art also ha 
over-valued ; it appears simply to take the place of religion with 
him, as when he says, " Art is to the philosopher the highest, since 
it opens to him, as it were, the Holy of Holies, where he sees hurn- ■ 
Jng, as it were in one flame, in the eternal and original unity, \ 
things which in nature and history are severed from each other, I 
and in life and action, as well as in thought, must remain | 
eternally asunder." Hence, Schelling says in conclusion, it may be 
expected that philosophy and all the sciences, as they were the 
children and nurslings of poetry in the childhood of the race, will at 
the completion of the race flow hack again as bo many streams to 
the universal ocean of poetry, and that this return of science to 
poetry will he accomplished by the aid of mythology. This ilowing 
together of science and poetry, philosophy and mythology, proved 
fatal to Schelling himself; his fancy was occupied from the first 
with the views and fancies of Romanticism, and these acted with 
increasing force, as time went on, on his philosophy. Schleier- 
macher, on the contrary, though starting from the same point 
possessed an acuter critical insight which emancipated him more 
and more from these iiiflnenees. 

Schelling found occasion to speak more at length on religion 
and Christianity in his work on The Method of Academical Study 
(1803), a sort of philosophical encyclopfedia. Here also it is curious 
to notice the point at which, in the eighth lecture, religion is taken 
up. He takes it up, not in connection with the subjective mental 
life, but ill connection with the philosophy of the history of the 
world, in which Christianity is regarded as an important stage of 
the development of the world-spirit. In the classic world, it is 
represented, mind was still at one with nature. The antithesis of 
the infinite and the finite was still at rest. But the modem world 
began with a ■* universal Fall," a breach of man with. MA.>i.tft. "^Vt 
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mind becoming aware of its difference from nature, the golden age 
innocence departed, and naturalness now appears as sin and gnilt,' 
But this painful consciousness of division is itself only the necessary 
means to a higher unity. As the immediate unity of the nfitnre-lifa 
of mankind is followed by the epoch of division, imblessedness and 
guilt, so this in its turn is followed by the third and highest epoch, 
that of reconciliation, in which the conflict of freedom and law, 
spirit and nature, passes into a unity in the beUef in Providence. 
This period begins with Christianity, the central idea of which is, 
therefore, God made man, Christ a? the summit and the end of the 
world of the old gods, and the beginning of a new time, the ruling 
principle of which is the Infinite in the Finite. The Christian view 
of the world is expressed in the doctrine of the Trinity, the meaning 
of wliich is that " the eternal Son, bom of the essence of the Father 
of all things, is the finite itself, as it is in the eternal view of God 
it appears as a suffering God, subject to the catastrophes of tiiae, 
who at the culminating point of his appearance, in Christ, closes the 
world of the finite, and opens that of the Infinite or the period of 
the rule of the Spirit." The Incarnation^ of God, accordingly, is not 
to be regarded empirically as a single event in time ; taken in tliak 
way it is meaningless, as God is entirely outside of time ; it ia 
incarnation from eternity which, it is true, reaches its highest point 
in Christ, and at tliat point begins fully to realise itself, but which 
by no means prevents us from understanding the genesis of 
Christianity as a historical event and the personality of Jesus as a 
historical phenomenon. Just because the.idea,of Chiistianity is an 
eternal and necessary one, positive Chris^amty is not absolutely. 
opposed to what is pre-Christian or extra- Christian, the boundary 
between the two is not a fixed but a fluctuating one. Thus in the 
Greek world Plato was a prophecy of Christianity, and thus the. 
Indian belief in the incarnation of the deity is an analogous ex- 
pression of the same universal idea. 

To understand this idea of Christianity something more is 
wanted than an empirical historical knowledge of its sources and of 
its first appearance. " The earliest historical and doctrinal hooka of 
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Christianity are themselves no more than one special manifeatation 
of it, and ail incomplete manifestation too ; the idea of Christianity 
is not to be sought in these books, the value of which is to be 
estimated according to the degree in which they provide an adequate 
expression for that idea. Even in the mind of the converter of the 
Gentiles, Paul, Christianity had come to be a different thing from 
what it was in the mind of its first founder. We must not stop 
short at any particular epoch, for any such epoch must be arbitrarily 
selected ; we must have before our eyes the whole history of 
Christianity and the world it has created. Among the operations of 
the modern Illumination, which, to judge from its dealings with 
Christianity, should rather be called the Delumination, is the proposal 
to reduce Christianity to its original sense, its first simplicity, in 
which form it is also called Primitive Christianity. One might 
imagine that the Christian writers would be very much obliged to 
later times for drawing out of the scanty contents of the first books 
of the religion so large a quantity of speculative matter, and 
elaborating it into a system. One cannot help thinking how greatly 
the so-called books of the Bible must have stood in the way of 
Christianity ; the really religious matter they contain cannot be 
compared with that of many books of early and of modern times, 
especially the religious books of India. The prohibition of the 
Bible by the Catholics may have a reason which does not lie on the 
surface, viz., that Christianity, as a living religion, continues not as 
a Past but as an eternal Present. Miracles also have not ceased in 
the Church, though Protestants, here also inconsistent, relegate them 
to past ages. These books are monuments necessary to history tut 
not to faith ; and it is they which have ever and again set up 
empirical Christianity in the place of the idea. The idea is in- 
dependent of the books, and is set forth by the whole history of 
the modem world compared with the old, where it still lies un- 
developed." These audacious paradoxes are, if not excused, yet , 
palliated and explained by the catholicising tendencies of the 
Komanticist circle in which Schelling at that time moved : and they 
I remind us of the erratic views of Novalis (vol, i. p. 268) on Catholicism 
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t I'rotestaQtism. It cannot be denied that the recnirence of such 
views is a symptom of the deep-seated defect of this whole school, 
viz., that in attending to the x^thetic and intellectual side of religion, 
it entirely, or almost entirely, overlooks the moral side. 

Schelling condemns with eqnal decision the supematuralism and 
the rationalism of the theology which prevailed in his day. The 
Tormer seeks to found the belief in the divinity of Christianity on 
arguments drawn from historical facts, and proves the miracle of the 
resurrection by other miracles, in a very obvious logical circle, and 
thus gives up the game to the naturalists, since the divine cannot, 
from its very nature, be empirically cognisable or demonstrable- 
Equally lamentable are the efforts of rationalism to get rid of as many 
miracles as possible out of the Bible by means of philological and 
psychological tricks, instead of seeing that these narratives are 
Jewisli fables, framed on the suggestions of the Messianic prophe- 
cies of the Old Testament. He thus seeks to substitute the mythical 
view of miracles for the rationalistic one, as Strauss did later. 
Connected with this is the favourite watering-down method, which 
imports into the sources the commonplace notions of the indolent 
(iommon understanding, the notions of modern morality and relij 
Morality, Schelling is of opinion, is not specially distinctive of 
Christianity, which would never have lived in the world by a few- 
moral inasims such as that of the love of one's neighbour, etc. 

The gi'eat obstacle to a sound science of theology Schelling con- 
siders to be the mixing up of historical questions respecting the 
sources and the beginnings of Christianity with the dogmatic or specu- 
lative question as to the essence of Christianity — the idea of it, the 
eternal truth of it. " "Whether these books be genuine or spurious 
— whether the naiTatives they contain be actual undistorted facts, 
whether the contents of them be suitable to the idea of Christianity 
<jr not — cannot affect the question of the reality of the idea of it, 
which is not depeudeut on such particulars, but universal and abso- 
lute. But that Christianity was viewed as a mere phenomenon iu 
time, the discussion of it would have been made quite free long ago ; 
I should have advanced much further than we have towards 
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proper historical appreciatiou af the sources wliich are so impottant 
for its early period, and should not have invented so many round- 
ahout and labyrinthine waya in a matter itself so simple." Instead 
of mixing up with each other idea and history, to tlie confusion of 
toth, Schelling asks for a union of the speculative and the historical 
^construction of Christianity whicli would do justice to both elements 
— the history and the idea of it. He looks, moreover, for the futui'e 
progress of^religioii, just as Fichte and Kant, Herder and Leasing 
had done, to the gradual decay of the " exoteric," i.e. the statutory 
ecclesiastical forms of Christianity, aud the liberation of the " eso- 
teric," " the eternal idea itself," from its former wrappings, so that 
it shall appear in its own clearness. That this ideal kernel would 
create new forms for itself out of the spirit of the time, might be seen 
even from the existing relations of poetry and philosophy to religion. 
" The former postulates religion as the first, indeed the one condition 
which makes the poetic synthesis possible ; the latter has attained 
once more in the truly speculative standpoint the standpoint of reli- 
gion, has got rid of empiricism, and of naturalism, which is allied to 
it, not only partially but wholly, and prepared for the new birth of 
esoteric Christianity and the proclamation of the absolute gospel." 

Thia first philosophy of rehgion of Scbelling might he said to be 
his only one ; his later writings can scarcely be said to contain a 
" Philosophy of Eeligion " in our sense, i.e. a science of the nature 
aud development of the human consciousness of God ; what they 
contain are rather theosophical constructions of the development of 
God himself We find him on this track even in his work on Philo- 
sophy and Religion (1804), in which the genesis of the finite world 
out of God is explained by a falling away of the ideas or souls (pla- 
tonicaUy) which finds in the history of mankind first its complete 
expression and then its negation in the return of the souls which in 
the first period became estranged from God, whereupon the world of 
sense resolves itself into the world of spirits. In the chiaroscuro of 
this poetico-philosophical picture-language one luminous thought 
appears in the fine description of higher morality or religion (the two 
are essentially identified with each other) : "In unity with thal'c&'Q.iSA, 



J 



10 PHILOSOPHY OF REUGION. 

the aoul r&ises iUielf above that necessity which is antagonistic 
V beedom to that vhich is itself absolute freedom, and in which 
, Teal also, which here in the course of nature appears independent 
freedom, is brought into harmony with it" With the opposition rf 
freedom and necessity that of virtue and happiness is also got rid of: 
" Blessedness is no longer an accident of virtue, but virtue itselE" 
In unity with its absolute law, our will is at once free aud blessed, 
like God, juat because it is the complete unit)- of freedom and neces- 
sity, at once a blessed will and a holy. 

But how can this opposition of the finite proceed out of the 
perfect unity of God, if it is not supposed to exist in God first 
in some way as a potency ? Schelling's thinking turned from this 
period mainly on this question. The attempt to solve it led to 
a fundamental transformation of his earlier pkilosopki/ of idtntity tnifl 
a theosopkicttl system, having resemblance chiefly to those of Jacob 
Bohme aud Baader. In one respect it undeniably shows a great 
advance in Schelling's speculation ; instead of the abstract identity 
which had formerly been taken for granted in the world, there now 
appears the unity containing in itself the difference (concrete) and 
the spiritual livingness of the world-ground, in which the idealism of 
Spinoza was to be combined with the idealism of Fiehte — the " sub- 
stance" with the "Ego." This step was in the same direction as 
that taken by Hegel in leaving behind him the philosophy of identity, 
when in his Phenomenology he said it was necessary that the sub- 
stance should become subject. But while Hegel found the reconcil- 
ing Higher in the notion of Spirit, which posits in itself botli the 
. difference and the unity, ScheUing makes the difference he given in 
God independently of his own free activity, and thus an unapiritual 
nature is attributed to God antecedently to his beiug spirit, the dual- 
ism is carried back from the world into God, and the divine being thujj 
) drawn down into the finite genetic proceaa of the worid, which 
simply the root idea of all mythology. This turn in Schellin; 
to be explained from accidental external influences ; on the coni 
there were reasons for it in liis mental idiosyncrasy, and in his 
life : inbismentalidioayncrasy.beeausehisthought waslessin strict 
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than ill pictures of fancy and imagination, so that he 
had by nature a strong temptation to mythological construction ; and in 
his past life, inasmuch as natural philosophy was still haunting him 
now that he had turned his speculation to the Deity. His specula- 
tions atout nature in God, and at a later period about the potencies 
in God, were nothing but the reflection of his eai'lier natural philo- 
sophy in his later theosopby. Let us look for a little at the earlier 
form of the tbeosophical system as it was first set forth by Schelling 
in his work. Inquiries into the Nature of Human Freedovi (180D). 

The divine being as a pure unity or indifference of all opposites 
is not yet God's real being, but only the primal ground or "Un- 
ground" of it. It separates itself in the opposition of nature and 
intelligence, which together make tip the real life of God. And in 
God, as in us, nature precedes intelligence as the ground of it, the 
basis of its being made real, which must be presupposed not only in 
logic but in fact. Without this no personality could be conceived 
in God any more than in ua, for personality consists in the union of 
one standing of himself with a ground which is independent of him. 
The becoming of finite things also requires such a nature in Goi-l. 
since as becoming tliey can only have their ground in that which 
being in God himself is not himself. Further, this nature of God is 
yet without understanding and will, mere dim impulse, blindly work- 
ing power. From this un-understanding will of the ground is to be 
explained that irreducible remainder, which cannot be resolved into 
understanding, the incomprehensible basis of reality, the unregulated 
which underlies all the order of the world, as the chaos which is 
never quite overcome. But out of the longing of this ground there 
is produced a reflex idea of itself, the word of longing ; understand- 
ing in God. With the longing he becomes freely-creating almighty 
Will, and carries on a plastic arranging work in the eleTuent of 
unregulated nature, separating the powers and binding them together. 
and unfolding the closed light-germs. But in this creative work 
the will of the ground is constantly reacting, and only yields to 
reason step by step, and so the rise of nature to spirit can only take 
place by degrees in the various stages of the natural world, till i.». 
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man the light of consciousness hreaks in. All beings have, so far as 
they proceed from the dark ground of God, self-will cleaving to them ; 
BO far as they proceed from the understanding of God they have the 
universal will. In man both rise to their highest power, hut at the 
same time their original unity is dissolved, self-will works on its own 
account, and contrary to the universal will, and so evil arises. The 
potency of it lies even in the divine ground, which raises up the self 
as an independent ground of good ; but it only comes to reality by 
man's own act hy which he tears himself away from the universal 
will. In this timeless act of self-determination, by which man from 
the very beginning determines his character in time, even down to 
his bodily constitution, consists absolute freedom, which by no means 
precludes empirical necessity at every moment, but rather becomes 
apparent in that necessity. 
*■ To recoucile the conflict of the two principles is the contents and 
the aim of history. At the beginning the two lie in humanity 
unseparated ; that is the golden age of innocence, i.e. of unconscious 
naturalness. Then the will of the ground bears rule, in that period 
at which man regards nature as the highest, tlie divine— that is the 
age of heathen mythology, art, and science, and lastly, of the Eoman 
Empire. During this time the light of revelation is also striving, 
and it calls forth the resistance of the dark powers originating in 
the gmuod. Then when light appears in a personal form as medi- 
ator to restore the connection of the creation with God, the struggle 
between the divine kingdom and the dajmonic reaches its highest 
point In this struggle the sensuous magnificence of the old world 
falls to naught, and on the platform of the new world God_reYeals 
himself as the victorious spirit of good. The goal of history is the com- 
plete raising up of the dark ground into the light of the spirit, or the 
atonement of the particular will and the universal will in love, which 
is not merely indifference, but the higher unity of the opposites, in 
which, and in which alone, God will actually come to be all in all. 

The position here taken up by Schelling was assailed by two 
philosophical religious writers, and their attacks led Schelling to 
attempt a more detailed demonsti'ation. The first attack proceed* 
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from tlie orthodox theosophiat Eschenmcyer, the second from Jacobi, 
who though, by his own confession, half a heatheu, yet felt himself 
called to carry on a search in every quarter for Spiuozism, Pantheism, 
Atheism (which, in his view, were all the same), and to denounce to 
the public all suspected of auch views. A similar phenomenon may 
be observed in our day in the case of the Fiies'ian rationalists ; and 
this is probably one of the specific peculiarities of these philosophers 
of sentiment, and may be explained from their subjective position 
which hovers so fielpleasly between belief and unbelief, thinking and 
not thinking, by the same psychological law as that which explains 
the shouting and romping of children who are afraid of the dark. 
Hegel very fitly characterised these Jacobi alarms as " empty knock- 
ing aud poking," in which he worked himself up into an infinity of 
absurdities, and his main resource was to vilify his opponent. Schelling 
compares the " hero of a reasonless belief " with a bush-ranger, who 
sallies forth from his faith-castle into the country, to see if any great 
and masterly philosopher is going that way, in order to fall in knightly 
fashion on his train, but retreats at once after the exploit to " that 
place inaccessible to science," content with having once more for a 
time disturbed the quiet cultivation of science. In this controversy, 
however, general interest attaches only to Schelling's rejoinder to 
Jacobi's charge in his Memorandum oji the Work on. Divine Things, etc. 
(1812). "It is," he says, ai^uing against the whole philosophy of 
ignorance of Jacobi, " a matter of public concern, that that faith, which 
till now has been faith and nothing more, should be transformed into 
scientific knowledge. Man ought not to stand still, but should grow 
in perfectnesa of knowledge, till he becomes like his type. He who 
asserts that this object is unattainable, not only now op in the 
approaching times, but altogether and essentially, he takes away from 
all scientific labours their highest, their ultimate aim. Once let that 
object be removed by which alone the human mind is truly trans- 
ported outside itself, and raised above itself, and the prophecy (of 
Ijchtenberg) will be fulfilled, that science will know nothing but 
ghosts !" Jacobi having declared Theism and Naturalism to be 
opposite to each other, systems exclusive of each other, the one being 
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t)\e system of faitli aud the other that of knowledge, Schelling pro- 
nounces this abstract separation of the two to be tlie great error of 
the cultivation of the age, which, in consequence, could only arrive 
at an unnatural God, and a Nature without God, and could not po*' 
sibly explain Nature or reach any definite conception of the relati(q 
of God to Nature. And not only was the world an incomprehensibta 
riddle to this abstract style of thinkinf", the very notion of God wi( 
confused by it ; the intelligence, the consciousness, the personally 
of God came in such an exclusive and hollow theism to be perfectly 
unthinkable, and so this theism was itself the unfailing source of 
scientific atheism, which was in so far deserving of respect as it vaa, 
in fact, a defence of science. " As long as the God of modern theism 
is a colourless postulate, a mere essence which is really devoid of 
essence, such as we find in all the more recent systems, as 
there is no recognition of a real duality in God, and the affirmati' 
expansive impulse is not opposed by a Umiting negative one, so 1( 
the denial of a personal God will be scientifically honest. All coi 
Bciousness is concentration, collecting, drawing together, gatherii 
up of self. This negative force, in which a being goes back to ii 
is the true force of personality, that being the force of self, of the 
Ego. Until therefore our teacher (Jacobi) recognise such an impulse 
in God, or until he comprehends the absolute identity of the finite 
and the infinite, which is so great an offence to him in natural philo- 
sophy, to be present in God himself, he need not attempt to instmet 
others not to call God the infinite, he need not ask us to allow that 
he possesses even a notion of the personality of God, or to regard his 
discourses about it as any more than empty sound." These sentences 
undoubtedly contain a truth, which is independent of the peculiarities 
of Scheliing's system, and permanently important: they contain a 
condemnation of that abstract theism which seeks to fix the infinite 
in a position of cold exclusiveness towards the finite, or to represent 
God as a simple unity outside of and apart from the world ; they 
demand, and that in the true interests of theism itself, an advance 
from the abstract to the concrete idea of God, embracing the difference 
in the unity, as true speculation is bound to do. 
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The last phase of Schelling's philosophy of religion, the FhUo- 
sophy of Mythology and Revelation, is based ou the idea that only ji 
concrete and living notion of God can enable us really to under- 
stand the historical fact of religion, and to recognise in it what it 
really is, namely, a revelation of God to man which actually de- 
velops itself in history. ' This work was published posthumously 
(1856-S8). Here he requires of a "complete philosophy of religion," 
that it should not confine its attention to the so-called religion of 
reason, i.e. to religion as arrived at by philosophical reflection, but 
shonld seek to comprehend religion in its historical reality, and 
trace the course of its development, which, beginning with the naturai, 
blind, unfree religion of mythology, proceeds to the free and 
spiritual religion of revelation. A philosophy of religion which 
excluded or ignored that original eochainment and the subsequent 
emancipation, would be quite pointless and unhiatorical. " Philo- 
sophicaTreligion " could only be arrived at as the gradual product 
and result of these two historical stages ; it is a third to these two 
— being the knowledge of the universal nature of religion, standing 
above the antithesis of the two in histoiy, and thus trajiscending 
both abstract snprauaturalism and unhistorical rationalism. He 
expressly declares, that is to say, that one aim oC the work is " to 
make supernaturalism to a certain degree natural, since as tradition- 
ally expounded it cannot but appear unnatni^al, and must therefore 
incur the opposition of all upright and liberal minds ; it is here to 
be exhibited in an indissoluble connection with the natural itself." 
Here he remarks very pertinently that such notions as supernatural 
and snpramundane cannot be thought without theii' opposite. 
" There is no supramundane God who ia not tliought at the same 
time in relation to the world. The absolute severance of tlie super- 
natural from the natural produces simply the unnatural. Thus the 
philosophy formerly prevailing which could not remove the God- 
head far enough from nature, and consequently thought it necessary 
to deny any divine element in natm-e,- produced nothing but an 

1 Works, ii. aeotioDB 1-4. For what follows the reader ia speciollj'' referred to 
vols, ill and iv., the PhUisOpkie der Ofmbaning. 
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unnatural God and a godless nature." Equally remote from the 
truth with this abstract supernaturalism, he shows in a striking 
way, is that unhistorical rationaliam which seeks to remove from 
religion, so far as this is possible, all historical couteuts, or at least 
regards the historical element of religion as simply the unessential 
accidental form and vesture of a doctrine which is the essential part 
of it. " The historical is not a mere accident of the doctrine 
indeed, it is the doctrine itself. The doctrinal element, what might 
be left remaining after sifting out the historical, as, for example, 
general doctrine of a personal God, such as we meet with in ratioi 
theology, or the morality of Christianity, would be nothing by iteelf- 
nothing characteristic of religion ; the characteristic element ^ 
requires to be explained is just the historical. The principal 
tent of Christianity is just Christ himself ; not what he said, hi 
what he ia and did. Christianity is not, in the first place, a doctrine ; 
it is a thing, something objective, and the doctrine can never be 
anything but the expression of this ikiv^. In earlier times, it may 
have been the case that the knowledge and doctrine of Cliristianitv 
were somewhat lost sight of ; that the thing and its objective power 
were too prominent ; but at a later period Christianity must be 
acknowledged to have suffered still more from the neglect and 
obscuration of the thing itself in overmuch insisting and disputing 
on its doctrine." 
I • These principles, as set forth by Schelling in the opening of his 
Philosophy of Eevelatiou, are undeniably of the greatest importance. 
The position from which he sets out, that religion is not merely a 
thought but an earperience, a real relation to God brought about in 
human consciousness ; the requirement he makes further that a 
complete philosophy of religion should go to work genetically, should 
trace the historical development of religion, and let the phUosophical 
knowledge of religion arise as the result out of that development — 
his refusal to regard the ideal side of religion by itself, as an abstract 
theory, and his claim to have it regarded in its unity with history, 
in which it becomes a reality for consciousness, and the important 
part he assigns to the will in this process of realising the religious 
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relation ; and finally, hia view that ideal factors are operative iu the 
history of religion everywhere and from the first, so that the abstract 
naked antithesis of supernatural and natural has to be reduced to a I 
mere relative difference, markinf; the stages of development of the 
spirit in its passage from uofreedom to freedom : all these I cannot j 
but recognise to be principles possessing permanent truth and the i 
widest apphcation. In these principles Schelling, here as at the 
beginning of the century, the genial prophet of -what the age called 
for, pointed out to the philosophy of religion the path which it 
would he necessary for it to pursue. Any question regarding thera 
must be as to their proper application. But Schelling was far from 
indicating the application of them in the way they themselves re- 
quired, or in a way scientifically satisfactory. Notwithstanding the 
loud demands he made for psychological and historical reality, he 
was too much entangled in an idealistic a priori style of thought, to 
be able to work out his principle as to the real genesis of rehgion in 
a thorough manner. He expressly admitted, indeed, ^ that his posi- 
tive philosophy, as it certainly did not proceed from ihat which only 
exists in thought (for then it would fall hack into negative or 
rational speculation), yet as certainly did not proceed from any 
existence found in experience, but from simply transcendent being. 
This romantic contempt for simple experience, where aloue it might 
be thought that reality was to be found, makes Schelling's genetic 
construction turn out nothing hut an ideal logical movement from 
one notiou to another, quite after the manner of Hegel's dialectical 
development of notions. But as Schelling desires to give something 
more than a mere genesis of notions — feeling, as he does, that this 
will not lead him to reality — he converts the logical steps of the 
notion into realities of a higher power, dramatises their extra-tem- 
poral relations as temporal processes of a theogony aud cosmogony, 
and clothes the abstractions of the dialectic of notions in the 
pseudo-real masks of a god-and-world dramatic process, i.e. wytko- 
legists them. Thus though he saw the defects of the Hegelian 
dialectic with great clearness, or rather because he saw that the 
, ' Worli, 2d Section, iti. 126 trq. 
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ideal genetic method most yield to & real-genetic one, be was unable 
to pat away the pre-sappositioDs and modes of view of the ideal- 
istic constrnctioD of the world, and not only did not get beyond- 
Hegel, bnt even fell below him into the elementary toythol<^c(^ 
gnostic form of religions thought. He desires to take account not 
only of notions bnt of realities, bnt as be will not look for reality 
in experience be makes up for himself out of notions a higher 
reality above the actnal one, that is to say, he constructs a v^orld e^ 
ikades at once sengiiovs and stiptrsensuovs, and the plays of sbadowl 
he produces in it be gives out as the real processes of growth of tlq 
Deity and the world's history, so that be wandere still further 
experience, as known to sober common sense, than Hegel, whoa 
sober logic kept bim safe, ever did. And this is why the contnH: 
veraies between the schools of Hegel and of SchelHng, controveisieoi' 
waged with so much heat, had so little result in which reason could 
rejoice. Each side was right in the reproaches it burled at tJie 
other. The ScheUingians were right in their rejection of the empi? 
formalism of the notional dialectic ; the Hegelians were ri^t m 
their ridicule of the mythological pseudo-realities of the " 
philosophy." The ScheUingians were in so far the advanced party as 
they saw through the illusion of the notional dialectic, in which the 
Hegelians with a certain naive innocence still persevered, but they 
even sank under the level of it, because they substituted for ^ 
categories which were devoid of reality, but no worse, a fantastie 
appearance of reality, still further removed from the truth. 

In these preliminary critical observations I have set forth tbfl 
general position taken up by Schelling in the latest phase of hu 
religious thought ; and my statement and estimate of the individi 
features of that position need not he long. 

Considering that Schelling himself sets up the principle that ) 
philosophical notion must be produced as a result by means i£ 
historical phenomena, we should expect him to set out from tbs 
consciousness of God in history, and then to ascend to the transcen- 
dental ground of that consciousness or the being of God. Instead of 
this he begins the Philosophy of Revelation, just as he bad begun 
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the doctrine of freedom, with a conBtruction of the divine being. 
The same three potencies which he there distinguished in God as 
indifferent primal ground, nature-ground, and understanding, here 
appear once more under the still more abstract designations, (a) that 
which can be (pure potency), (6) that which simply is (pure actus), 
as such also called that which must he, and finally, that which can 
either be or not be, or that which ought to be, which, as including 
the two former in itself, is completed spirit, spirit concluded in 
itself, A deduction of the absolute spirit follows, which though 
elaborate is far from clear, and this notion is then analysed after 
Hegel. It is that which in itself is (pure subject or pure centre 
without any externality), that which is for itself, and therefore also 
is outside itself (mere object, or mere exceutric peripherical being); 
and finally, that which ia at itself, spirit possessing itself, incapable 
of losing itself, in which subject and object are iiidisaolubly itnited 
(the excentrically set centre, or the periphery set as centre). As 
auch Schelling wiU also have it regarded as the absolutely free 
spirit, in the sense that it is free from itself, from its being as 
spirit, not bound to that being, but in an indifference to be thus or 
otherwise, in the unity of its momenta or in the separateness of 
them. Now originally the divine potencies pass immediately into 
each other in the pure stream of the divine life ; they find them- 
selves iu a rotating movement, so that God in this pure immediate- 
ness is beyond his own grasp, not being able to fix and hold himself 
in his forms. From this " unblesseduess " he escapes by raising his 
ability to be to actuality, so that the potencies come to be outside of 
each other or in antithetical tension to each other, and become cos- 
mic, demiurgic, causes. The first becomes the substratum of the 
world-process or the causa ex qua, the second the causa formalis or 
jier quam, and the third the causa flnalis or in quavi. Thus the 
originally intra-divine potencies of the absolute spirit become relative 
extra-divine potencies of the creature ; but they are only relatively 
extra-divine, inasmuch as they are mutually exclusive of each other ; 
they do not exclude God, who, on the contrary, remains the unity of 
the whole, and therefore has the freely-willed forms of hia ftTtAsJueciyi. 
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in the mutually excluaive potencies. Hence also the world, the 
product of these potencies, is not a being, but a divinely set pheno- 
menon. 

Schelling further declares, with gi'eat emphasis, that we must 
conceive the creation as a perfectly free act of the will of God, t 
him fortuitous and beginning in time. It lay entirely with 
he says, either to keep to himself for ever the possibility of a b 
outside himself, or to let it issue freely forth, then to overcome in 
succession all that was undivice, and change it into the God-willed, 
God- conscious. But if even a man of nobler character has a natunit 
desire to he known as he is, how much more may we suppose sudi 
a need to have existed in the supreme spirit, to set another from 
itself, by which he should be known. " It became the Deity, therefoM, 
being, as Plato says, incapable of envy, not to remain for ever in that 
acliis purissimus, which we might also call an eternal theogony, and 
which is a devourer to all outside itself, but to convert this octe 
purissimus into an intelligible, differentiated process, all the momentl 
of which should be deposited and indeed united in an ultimfttc 
consciousness brought back to unity." But if this bename the Deity, 
if it felt the need to be known by another, if its former movement 
of rotation in itself amounted to unhlessediiess, from which it could 
only be relieved by the creation ; then it certainly is difflcult to s 
how Schelling can still call tliis a perfectly free act of will in wbitd 
God willed an end which to himself was accidental! And certainl 
the representation that in the premundane eternity God foua 
himself in the blessedness of a closed circular movement, and thi 
the possibility (which seems to have dawned upon him all at onofl 
of setting the potencies to contend with each other, and so obtaini 
relief from the rotating motion, and being set at liberty from i 
necessity of his all-devouring self — that this possibility was " exceett 
ingly welcome" to him — what is all this but pure mythologyi 
The interpretation of the three potencies by the three persons of tin 
church's doctrine of the Trinity, and the more than bold exposition 
of dogmatic formulie and passages of Scripture, we may pass by ai 
mere liors cVceuvre without value for philosophy. Orthodoxy conli 
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feel no great gratitude to our philosopher for his deduction of a triple 
divine persoaality vi'hich only began with the creation and was only 
to be fully realised at the conclusion of the world-process. The 
trinity arrived at is that of Montanism or Sabellianism rather than 
that of the church. 

The creation, thus introduced by the separation of the divine 
potencies, came to rest for a time in man. who carried in himself 
the God-setting principle (the " seed of God," as Schelling, with the 
old gnostics, expresses himself). The unity restored in him, the 
equilibrium of the cosmogonic potencies, should indeed (yet in 
another respect it should not) have been rendered by the act of Ms 
will indissoluble, even for God indissoluble, so that God and the 
world might have rest. But as this firm unity was to be his own 
work, man was made aware (by prohibition) of the possibility that 
he could do the opposite, namely, step into God's place, and as a 
second creator again bring into a state of tension the potencies 
which had come to rest, and thereby conjure up again the need of 
a new theogonic process, this time going on in the consciousness of 
man. This possibility was open to man, and nothing could be more 
natural than that he should realise it ; and, indeed, God himself 
presses unceasingly for this " revolution," because it enables him 
for the first time to get the whole of being away from himself, so 
that, the world becomes free from him, and really exists outside him. 
At the same time, the emancipation of man thus brought about by 
his free act is a catastrophe which occasioned much evil, especially 
in nature. With the latter man had originally stood, according to 
Schelling, in a ■magical relation, inasmuch as he was destined to act 
on nature by his mere motionless inward will, and so to form a link 
between it and the creator. This is the original, the true relation 
between man and nature, aud in the belief in magic it still sur- 
vives. But when man, instead of connecting nature with God, tore 
it away from God to himself, the world was divested of its glory, 
and cut off from its true future, falling into self-uess and vanity ; a 
universal egoism seized upon the life of nature and became its ruling 
principle ; and so ruined natm'e turns first against man himself 
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marching without compassion over him and his worlds. Yet in pro- 
founder minds a sentiment is preserved of the original relatioa and 
of the capacity of nature for redemption — hence the search for the 
" philosopher's stone " ! But the outrage of the fall had conse- 
quences not only for the world, hut in a certain sense even for the 
Deity. " That calamity, for which man is responsihle, hrought it 
ahout that the Son, anew deposed from his glory in this second 
revolution man had brought about, had to restore everything 
new process, or rather determined to bring back man, whom, though 
in truth the enemy of his glory he did not leave, in a second crea- 
tion, to the eternal life for which he was originally destined." WiUi 
this, however, the second person of the Godhead comes out of thft 
glory he had hitherto occupied as the " Son of God " within the 
Godhead, becomes an extra-divine personality, or the " Son of man,* 
to whom the Father now hands over all being, with a view to ita 
restoration. Thus the whole history which foRows, from the fell 
downwards, is the " period of the Son ;" the history of the world is 
the history of his humiliation and exaltation. In the first epoch, 
throughout the age of heathenism, the Son is in a state of humilia- 
tion, of the deepest suffering, of passivity, having still to make him- 
self lord of undivine being in the mind of God-estranged humanity 
of this suffering of the Son in his lowliness, who is yet destined te; 
be the ruler of the world, during the pre-Christian aeon, even Isaiab 
spoke (chap. liii.). As soon, however, as the Son has regained free- 
dom over being, the epoch of revelation in Christianity begins. Thft 
" positive philosophy," accordingly, which treats first of the process^ 
beginning with the fall, of the restoration to God of the world whit^ 
had become extra-divine, falls into two sections, and is a " PhilosopI 
of Mythology and of Eevelation," 

The mythological process has for its end to restore the GocU 
affirming principle, which is essentially innate in human conscious* 
ness but was displaced by the fall. This takes place in this way^ 
' Those same potencies which were operative in creation at an earliet 
time as cosmogonic powers, take possession one after another of the 
human consciousness, and set up in it a new theogonic ptrocNk 
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which manifests itself in the various stages and forms of the mytho- 
logical consciousness of God among the nations. The representa- 
tions of mythology, accordingly, are not arbitrary or fortuitous pro- 
flucts of human consciousness ; they are neither fictions, nor 
inventions nor speculations ; they are the involuntary products of 
the substance of consciousness itself, namely, of the theogonic pro- 
cesses which underlie it Hence the power they have, which is per- 
fectly independent of the thought and the freedom of man, and 
governs the conaciousuess apart from his will. Inasmuch, however, 
as these theogonic potencies were operative in prehistoric times as \ 
cosmogonic, formative factors of nature, we have an explanation, ' 
Schelling holds, of the connection which obviously exists between ' 
the representations of mythology and the phenomena of nature. ' 
The connection is not to be explained from the natural psychological 
tendencies to personification and the worship of the forces of nature, 
but from those real supernatural powers, by which the consciousness 
of the nations was bewitched — nay, as it were possessed — powers 
which in themselves indeed are nothing but the potencies of the 
one divine being, but which here operate in their separateness and 
. isolation towards each other, and therefore appear as a number of 
different gods, which indeed in a certain sense they are, so that 
polytheism has a certain amount of reality behind it. Thus the 
history of the human consciousness of God is here hypostatised 
and mythologised into a transcendental history of the divine teons, 
just as in the old gnostic systems. But the shell, however strange, 
yet contains a kernel of abiding truth as against a shallow empiricism 
or euhemerisra. On the one side, it upholds the position that 
mythology is not an arbitrary thing, nor a thing made up in the 
way of poetry, or in any other way invented by individuals ; that on 
the contrary it is the product of the unconscious poetic faculty of 
the mind of the people. On the other side, it asserts the truth that 
iu this production of religions fancy that unconscious reason which 
is innate in human nature was a contributor, presaging truths after- 
wards to he revealed, under the symbolical guise of sensuous repre- 
sentations. It must be allowed to be within the province of a 



L 



24 PHILOSOPHY OF EELIGION. 

philosophical treatment of tlie history of religion to seek ev 
the earliest myths these auticipatioiis of the higher truths of reli- 
gion ; but how far this search should be pressed in particular cases 
will always be a question of individual taste and feeling. In 
Schelling, we no doubt often get too much of a good thing in this 
direction ; but that is better, at least much more stimulative of 
thought, than dull commonplaces. It cannot be denied that Schel- 
ling's mythology greatly stimulated the comparative study of reli- 
gion. The bases, however, on which he proceeds in such luquirieB 
have long been antiquated by the researches which have been ra&Av 
in history, ethnology, and the science of language ; and it would noV 
I'eward us to enter into the particulars of his views. 
y The transition from mythology to revelation Scheliing finds in tt 
Greek mysteries. The doctrines concealed in these we must n< 
suppose to have been a pure abstract monotheism, whether deposited 
in esoteric priestly speculations or in a tradition of the original rev*' 
lation handed down from the beginning, and disclosed to none but 
the initiated. Schelling correctly observes that not doctrine bnt; 
sacred history formed the contents of the mysteries, and specially 
the fortunes, the sufferings, and the death of the god Dionysus, 
the way to the glorification of him. Hence the connection of thesi 
mysteries with tragedy, and the similai' purifying effects of both 
the aifections of those present. At the same time, under the draraatk 
form of the death of the second Dionysus, the representative of tl 
reigning world of deities, who was to be followed by the expect< 
third world-ruler, or the Dionysus of the future,— under this aynt 
bolical veil was accomplished the emancipation of the mind ftyji 
the result of the mythological process, the fall of the many sensuoi 
gods, and the rise of the one spiritual God: it was just this futorf 
event, the approach of a new spiritual religion, which had to lu( 
itself as esoteric knowledge under a nocturnal veil of deepest mjatery 
This last thought of the Greek mind, to be compared with the dawi 
of the gods of the North, explains in particular "that deeply tragll 
tone which marks unmistakably the whole religious life of 
Greeks, that consciousness which even in the abandonment of 
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does not desert them, that all this glory will one day be extin- 
guished, that the whole of this beautiful world of appearance will 
one day disappear and give place to a higher clearness which shall 
not deceive. This secret pain transfigures, ennobles, and sanctifies, 
a,B it were, the beauty of Greek works of art, and is the talisman 
which still attracts ua so irresistibly. This tragic element is due 
first to the middle position the Greek occupies between a sensuous 
religion to which, for the present, he is subject, and a purely spiritual 
one held up before him, but belonging only to the future." " In the 
mysteries the mythological consciousness saw its own end, its com- 
plete death, but also foresaw another and a new time, though it only 
recognised this future, and was able to represent it to itself about as 
far as we are able to foresee in this life the nature of the next ; not 
in the din, not in the wild tumultuous joy of Bacchic processions, 
but in the silence of those solemn nights in which the Greek both 
was made acquainted with the necessary transiency of the reality, 
i.e. the transitorinesa of the mythological representations, and saw 
a new and wondrous light arise out of the deep all-embracing 
iiight^in the silence of these nights, and in their solemn thoughts, 
lay the atonement of mythology, so far as such a thing was possible 
in it. But this has also brought us to the border where a transi- 
tion is possible to the true, the absolute atonement." These passages 
may serve as evidence for the judgment enunciated above, that 
Schelling, even where he undoubtedly reads too much into the 
mythological consciousness, at least does bo with so much ability 
and taste that many a learned poverty might subsist on the wealth 
of his ideas. 

The Philosophy of Mythology sees in mythology a necessary 
process of the human mind ; the Philosophy of Kevelation has for 
its object, in Schelling's view, to show that revelation is not a neces- 
sary event, but "the manifestation of the freest, indeed the most 
personal, will of the Deity." And this is no doubt implied in 
the position taken up by Schelling above (p. 20), ns to the abso- 
lute freedom of the creation of the world ; but at the same time 
this abstract notion of the free divine activity serves tKe 4'^'^ 
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matising philosopher just as it served the Scotist nominalists of later 
Bcholasticism, as the basis of an an ti- rationalist positivism (there anti- 
Thomist, here anti-Hegelian), Now there is no doubt an important 
kernel of truth in Schelling'a theory of revelation. It is true that ths 
personal life and free moral activity of certain persons of great 
spiritual force do form the essential moving force and principle of 
the higher religions, especially of Christianity, and that the chief 
part of the revelation consists first in these fundamental historical 
facts and actions. Schelling'a energetic insistance on this truth 
must be allowed to be a great advance, not only on an unhistorical 
rationalism (Kant), but also on the abstract intellectualism of tb« 
philosophy of religion of Hegel, as well as of his own at an earlio 
period. But this insistance on historical reality, well justified as it 
is, yet in another respect overshoots the mark. He identifies the free 
action of the human instruments of revelation with a free and per- 
sonal activity of the Deity itself, whose interference in human 
history severs, in a mystical way, its natural connection, and rend^ 
all rational knowledge of the occurrence simply impossible. The 
latter is not what Schelling meant to do ; bis design is to give ■ 
"philosophy of revelation" which will make the free acts of the' 
Deity comprehensible ; but we have already seen, and in what fill- 
lows we shall see yet more plainly how this comprehension of tran- 
scendent occurrences and actions leads, and necessarily must lead, to 
nothing more than gnostic mythology. 

Schelling begins with the proposition, which, when properly under- 
stood, is perfectly true, that the substance of Christianity is simplf 
and alone the person of Christ, and that the chief task of a philosophy 
of revelation must therefore be to understand this person. Here, 
however, he adds very significantly : " He who knows nothing of l 
super-historical history, has no scene on which he can place such > 
personality as Christ. We, however, have come from a world in 
which such a person can be understood and comprehended. "We know 
from world-ages of the past a demiurgic personality, a potency in- 
strumental in creation, which at the end of creation assumes reality as 
Lord of existence, consequently as a divine personality. By man it 
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is depceed again from this realisation^ emptied of its glorj'. This does 
not make it cease to be in essence a divine personality ; inwardly it 
is not changed ; its will, its coneciousness remain the same ; but as 
against the newly raised up principle which ought not to be, it is again 
in a state of negation, of suffering. In presence of this existence, 
which it has still to reduce to subjection, it is no longer master, but 
only a naturally working potency. Now however comes the point at 
which it again in human consciousness makes itself master of that 
being, and thus is again in so far, externally as well as in essence, a 
divine personality. It is now to be designated a divine personality 
because it is Lord of being as external to God, because it possesses 
this being, not one given it by the Father, an independent being with 
which it can do what it will : in this consists its freedom. This 
glory, however, which he had it in his power to have independently 
of the Father, he refused, and in this he is Christ. This is the funda- 
mental idea of Christianity." The classical passage, which unfolds 
tlie deepest mystery of Christianity, is accordingly Phil. ii. 6-8, and 
Schelling interprets it quite in the spirit of his own gnosis. Not 
merely isolated expressions, but the whole substance of the New 
Testament, and especially the great fact of the atonement, is said to 
be unintelligible, if we do not ascribe to the Son an existence co-eval 
with the world, outside the Father, and independeut of him. The 
idea of the Trinity accordingly is to be conceived, not as a fixed 
relationship, but as a movement of the Deity through its three 
momenta ; from the Tautousia, where the Father alone is in strictness 
the dominating Ousia, and all is concluded in him, through Heterousia, 
which lasts during the separation, and to the final reconciliation, to 
the Homousia, which is only the last stage, and unintelligible with- 
out the two others. Hence these three persona may also be conceived 
as the successive rulers of three world-ages or aeons ; the pre- 
mundane age of the Father, the mundane age of the Son, and the 
poat-mundane age of the Spirit. In heathenism also the Son was 
the working principle of all religion and wisdom, which accordingly 
was not without points of truth, but in heathenism the Son was 
operative as a natural potency, not as Christ, or as a personal ^i:\».- 
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ciple. In the Old Testament Christ is already as Christ, but only 
coming as yet. In the New Testament he is revealed aa Christ. 
For the extra-divine divine Sou divests himself of his divine fonn, 
and thereby becomes man ; the incarnation of the Logos is not a 
becoming- other, but only a becoming-visible of the divine, which 
materialises itself in order to be born of the woman. "With thia 
appearance the ecstatic history (of the Logos pre-existing in heathen- 
ism and Judaism) passes into actual history. In presence of bd 
objective a fact, taking place before the eyes of a disenchanted world, 
all that had formerly been believed disappeared, and became fahle, 
though it had been at first not mere fiction, but based, as we cannot 
deny it was, in a certain subjective necessity." As that which 
mythology anticipated became historical reality, the mythological 
consciousness ceases to have any justification. This statement is 
essentially correct, but admits of being used against our philosopher 
himself, for his discussions on the miraculous conception, the two- 
fold nature of Christ, the atoning death of Christ (his exhaustion on 
the cross was merely the last outward appearance of the long tension 
in which Christ was placed during the whole of the former period, 
that is, from the creation), the descent into hell, the resurrection and 
ascension of Christ, show a curious leaven of the mythological con- 
sciousness still at work. The devil also is deduced as a spirit which 
came into existence, not however as a creature, but as one who had 
escaped from the limits of the creature. He was the seducer at the 
first fall of man, by which also, indeed, he properly came into exist- ■ 
ence. The whole of heathenism arose out of his inspiration, and his 
insidious influence on our will can only be doubted by a false philan- 
thropy. The demoniac possessions narrated in the Bible are also 
explained by our philosopher as real appearances of Satan, who 
thus takes a material form. The reality thus conceded to the devil 
must not be denied to the angels. Taken as creatures, Schelling 
considers they would be infinitely absurd and wearisome ; but they 
are not creatures, but mere potencies, or will-less spirits. With this 
opening up of the " true world of spirits," with which previous philo- 
sophy, confining its circle of vision to the known world, could have 
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no acquaintance, the philosophy of revelation has discharged its 
proper task ; it has " explained Christianity from its higher historical 
connection," from the connection of external history " with that inner 
divine transcendent history which is properly the tine history tear 
efo^fijc" without which the former would be " devoid of all divine 
contents, waste, empty, and dead." Thus Schelling makes the ideal 
contents of the biblical histoiy, which as such is of course not history 
over again, but idea, and nothing more, eternal determination of the 
divine will, or eternal truth, itself another history behind the actual, 
a shadow of the true history, which, being itself destitute of reality, 
sucks the reality from the latter like a vampire, and makes it a 
shadow, a spectre-like unreality. This is that " Docetism " which we 
meet with as the natural consequence of gnostic mythology where- 
ever fmmd. Its essence consists just in this, that it makes of the 
ideal contents of history another history behind the actual. 

After we have made our way, not without effort, through all this 
jungle, Sclielling rewards us at last with a highly suggestive philo- 
sophy of Church history. The Catholic Church is built on the 
authority of Peter, and is the Church of strict law ; it has the thing, 
the connection with Christ, but not the understanding of it ; it has 
unity, but a unity which is external, blind, unfree. In Paul, the 
apostle called independently of Peter, a principle was prepared by 
which the Church could be made free ^ain not from unity, but 
only from its blind unity. This principle came to the front at the 
Eefonnation, and diffused itself principally among the Germanic 
peoples, for " that great rehgious change issued from the very centre 
of the German spirit and temper." But Protestantism itself is only 
a transition, a means to something higher for which it is its mission 
to prepare. " Tliis alone guarantees to it a future, such as the life- 
less Church of Peter cannot look to have, and can only come to 
have by the assistance of Protestantism. The more foolish is the 
hope, where this future is already manifesting itself, that it can be 
put under the yoke agam. The judgments of history are the judg- 
ments of God ; and to get them reversed is as impossible as to guide 
the mighty stream back to its source or to force the tree back into its 
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germ." But Proteatantism has not yet borne its proper fruit ; for 

to it as a church Christ is still a closed secret ; it still thinks it 

necessary to fence itself round with limitations boiTOwed from the 

Petrine Church. It is destined, however, to put on the true inner 

universality or catholicity, which will also be found to be the tnie 

I unity, consisting of freedom, chosen from conviction, and therefore 

I enduring eternally. This ultimate unity, subsisting without any 

I external constraint, belongs to a third period which is prefigured by 

John. He is the apostle of the Spirit, as Paul of the Son, and Peter 

of the Father, The apostle of the Spirit, who was not an apostle of 

the Jews nor an apostle of the Gentiles, is the apostle of the future, 

of the " last time, when Christianity will have become the object 

universal knowledge, when it will be no longer the narrow, pervei 

I poor starving thing it has been in the dogmatic schools ; and still^ 

■ less that miserable thiug which is immured in forms which keep it 

I in darkness, nor yet that private Christianity which individuals have 

f carved out for themselves ; but when it will be for the iirst time the 

' public religion, not as the religion of the State, not as an Established 

I Church, but as the religion of the human race, which possesses in it 

W at the same time the highest science. In no other way than this 

I can Christianity remain the religion of the Germans. And since the 

P Reformation we must take it in this way, or not at aU." 




Franz von Eaadeb, director of mines and Professor at Munich, 
was long intimate with SchelUng, but was not so much his pupil as 
his intellectual kinsman. After studying the natural sciences, he 
sought in the critical thought of Kaat for a corrective of the mate- 
rialism and empiricism which disgusted him ; but from Kant's deism 
and moralism in turn he had found refuge in the theosophy of 
St. Martin and Jacob Bohme. Baader had a great natural gift for 
profound speculation ; but he wanted discipline and method for the 
development of his thought to a degree only to be found, perhaps, in 
Hamaiin of other thinkers ; and he has considerable similarity with 
Hamann generally. Both were at feud with the false abstractions of 
the Illumination, with its tearing asunder and isolating of elements 
vhich in the actual world are only found with and in each other ; 
knowledge and faith or conscience, natural science and theology ; 
science and tradition, church and world, nature and mind. The 
strength of both lay in their keen perception of the weaknesses of 
one-sided and limited points of view, and in their deep insight into 
the unity in which opposites are combined. But the weakness of 
both was that a lively imagination was apt to get the upper hand of 
sober critical understanding ; both suffered from the want of logical 
aelf-controL Hence we find both quite incapable of treating a sub- 
ject in a connected way, constantly leaping from the theme in hand 
to another quite remote from it; and leaping also away from thought 
altogether to the spinning of fancies and mythologies. This makes 
it uncommonly difficult to describe Baader's philosophy. His works 
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are collected in fifteen volumes ; his ideas on every subject have 
be bunted up in every corner of these volumes ; and then one 
to try to introduce some tolerable sort of connection among th( 
aphoiTsms and curious fragments of a world of ideas which is 
modern and half medieval and scholastic, or even ancient and gnof 
Onr concern, of course, is only with his philosophy of religion ; 
Baader gives this notion a very wide range, and proceeds on 
principle of drawing no distinction between religious and nati 
philosophy. Thus we can scarcely put any definite limits to 
religious thought, if our picture of his religious view of the world 
to be complete. So comprehensive a treatment, however, 
embrace much that has had no influence on the developtnent of our 
science, and would only he interesting from a biographical point of 
view. For us, it may suffice to enumerate briefly the fundamental 
ideas of Baader's religious view of the world, dwelling on such as 
are important.' 

Even the theory of knowledge, Baader holds, must have a reli- 
gious foundation, logic must be the doctrine of the Logos, as the 
former of the inner speech or thought, and of the enunciating or 
creating of God, the Mediator of immanent or ideal and emanent 
or real, being. It is a great merit in Hegel, Baader frequently 
remarks, that he attacked at its root that process of flattening down 
all truth which resulted from Kant's doctrine of subjectivity, 
indicated for logic that reality and importance as a science which 
liad long lost. Only it had not been remarked that in doing tlu>] 
Hegel opened up the way to an understanding of the doctrine 
Logos, aud enabled us to see that speaking, enunciating, is itself tl 
central primitive and creative act, and perception (reason) acco] 
ingly the central conception. It is the radical error of the ratioi 
philosophy and theology that it thinks it can know God withoi 
God, or know about God without him, from human reason aloi 

I The works of Baader chieQy dealt with here are his lectures oo " BeligL 
Philosophy " in the first volume of his Bpaculative works, on " Spaculative 
matic " in vol*, viii. and is. ; and the aix numbera of Fi:rinenta cognitimua in ' 
Sentences of varioua others of his writings have also to be cited. Frant Hi^fmaim^ i 
Sambergcr, snd Lulterbect have written on BoAder. 



Aud yet man does not posaess reason at all of himself ; he only 
pOHseaaes it by the divine reaBon being represented, or, as it were, 
reproduced, in him. God is reason, man has reason, is reasonable 
in 80 far as he partakes of that reason, hut he is not himself a part 
of it as the pantheists hold. Hence Eckhart says, with truth, that 
the eye throuj^h which God sees me is the same as that in which I 
God ; since it is one and the same thing to know God and to be 
known of God, Not less groundless than the fancied autonomy of 
the creaturely reason thus deifying itself is the deistical opinion that 
reason is given to the creature as a talent, hut that in the develop- 
ment and employment of this power it must hold itself quite alone 
.nd apart from participation in the divine act of reason. Against 
this we must remember that every act of attention and reflection is 
nothing but a holding out of the receptivity ; and in such a process 
we must not, as is usually done, conceive man as hearing (subject), 
md God merely as speaking fohject); on the contrary, God is at 
ouce subject and object, speaker and hearer, inasmuch aa he gives to 
us both hearing (listening after him), and speaking (speaking after 
"him). Hence Jacob BiJhme says, with truth, that Christ's spirit 4 
feeds itself in me with his own sacred nature. ' 

The failure to recognise this cardinal truth that we are enabled 
by God himself to know God, Baader considers to be the cause of 
the denial of the knowableness of religious objects. It is wrong, 
however, he remarks with Hegel, to represent God as a mere object 
of our reason aa mere subjective capacity of perception, since he as 
(ibaolute spirit is at once object and subject, and thus manifests him- 
aelf both in that which is perceived by us and in our perceiving. It 
is a principle of our religion that the same God gives us the law aa 
Father, and as Son enables us to fulfil it ; and according to the 
Scriptures it is only the Spirit of God which searches out in our 
spirit the deep things of God, When a Jacobi rejects the know- 
ledge of God for the sake of hia religion of feeling, when a Ivousseau 
makes feeling end where knowledge begins, this really amounts to 
that aceptical prudence which warns the lover to refrain for any 
Kike from a thorough knowledge of his beloved lest the illusion of 
VOL. n. 1 
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hia love should be deatroyed. But true love prompts to eeif- 
manife station, both in thinking of, and in working for, the loved 
object, and Thomas Aquinas truly says that we love God the more 
the better we know him. " Many defenders of religion in our day] 
do not see how such poltroonery towards speculation (with whii 
both Kant and Jacobi supply them) amounts to giving up the 
to their opponents, and that they are, as it were, providinj 
excuse for indolence iu the pursuit of the knowledge of religiom 
objects and making these objecta themselves shallow." " The avoid- 
ance of light, i.e. of knowledge, seeks a refuge in the Froteatantisin 
of these days in feeling, in Catholicism, in authority. Insensible to 
the pain of ignorance and to its shame, those photophobiata never 
consider that to an intellectual being complete indifference, the entire 
extinction of desire after knowledge, can never come save as the 
consequence of a crime." 

The ultimate roots of this error, however,lie, as Baader veryaci 
shows, in a false general theory of knowledge, which abstractly 
subject and object asunder. On the one side the old delusion 
cherished (from which Fichte emancipated philosophy), that 
mind, that which has its being in self-consciousness, could only be 
known by stepping out of it, leaping over our own back, and thus it 
is assumed that self-conscionsness is not the being, the substance of 
the mind, but only an accidens or modus inhering in something else, 
in some thing-in-itself. On the other aide a being, a thing-in-itself 
is set up, which yet must be absolutely unknown, unknowable. 
This, according to Baader, is the root-error of all philosophy which 
denies mind and God, this setting up of a primitive being indepen- 
dent of all knowledge, to which knowledge could only approach 
from without, or from which it would proceed per generatwrum 
tfguimcam. But there is no thing existing which is not also a thing 
known and perceived, and no thing could become the object of oar 
knowledge, were it not a thing known before our knowledge, the 
■ matter of an intelligence. Were not, for example, non-inteUij 
nature pervaded by an .intelligence, and therefore thought al 
I before I came to it with my thinking, I could never as a reasonal 
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being find my way in it. If, on the contrary, things which are not 
themselves intelligent, yet react on my thoughts, this reaction mnat 
proceed from an intelligence. If God be the AU-knower, then the^ 
creature only knows by receiving part of the knowledge which God 
has and is. In self-conacioasnesa knower and known are one, and 
tbia identity may be traced back to that of producer and produced ; 
for all knowledge is a producing and making oneself knowable in the ■ 
product, whether we speak of an original production or of an imita- , 
tive reproduction, and whether the latter be free or unfree. Hence 
the thinking faculty remains by itself in what ia thought, while in 
what is not thought it goes out or loses itself. If then all being is 
ft being known, and if the finite mind knows its own being as one 
not produced by itself, then it knows its being as a being known by 
the absolute mind which produces it. The self-knowing of the 
finite mind is not therefore, as Descartes held, the ultimate ground of 
certainty, it is itself founded in the primitive knowing-itself-known 
of the absolute mind. Hence all certainty is based on conscience, 
i.e. in with-knowing (con-scientia) with the knowledge God has 
of us. 

With this view Baader takes up a position of antagonism, firstly 
to naturalists and materialists, with whom mind is a secondary 
thing, a mere modua of unintelligent matter ; then also to the deist, 
who denies that the finite spirit has any real relation to the infinite, 
or, conseqiiently, any capacity for knowing the latter ; and lastly, to 
the pantheist, who knows no central spirit. Baader held it to be the 
great error of German philosophy that it placed the divinity of spirit, 
the knowledge of which is certainly the distinguishing feature of 
that philosophy, immediately and otigiually in the mind of the 
creature itself, drawing no proper distinction between the creative 
and the created mind, and thus, while raising man above the beasts, 
arrogantly deifying him. As for the view that in the progressive 
knowledge of mankind, the one living world-apirit brings forward 
into consciousness what he essentially is, no objection could be made 
to it, if this consciousness were taken to be not that of God but that 
of man, in the labour of which the manifestation of God to the 
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creature ia completed till God cornea to be all in all. But the view. 
jttSt stated must be rejected, as involving a denial of God, if, by tlie. 
development of consciouanesa in time, of which it speaks, we are to 
understand the development of the divine self- consciousness itseltj 
for in that case it would both contradict the uotion of God as tht 
absolute, i.e, complete, no longer in need of anything, and tlK 
notion of the creative mind aa self-conacioua, and in its self-con- 
less dependant on nothing outside itself. Only of the crei 
.ng can we say that its activity consists in bringing to fully realised, 
being what it essentially is ; for the immediateness of created being i; 
first being in essence only, or being in potcntia, aa innate possibili^. 
To secure the proper relation of the creative and the created 
mind to each other, both against the separation of them, which ia 
deiam, and against the mixing them up together in pantheism, Ba^dei 
proposes to recognise a threefold connection between the knoi 
and the known ; that of thro%igh-dvielling, of by-dwellii)^, and of ii^ 
dwelling. He declares this to be the characteriatic difference of 
philosophical doctrine of knowledge from that formerly prevailing, 
that according to him logic will only be a perfect science when it 
only distinguishes such a threefold mode of knowledge, but recog- 
nises and demonstrates the basis of it in a threefold mode of existf 
ence, and of the relation between the knowing and the known. Ifr 
the creature is only through-dwelt by the Creator, then knowledge is 
least complete, and takes place without any free co-operation oa th^. 
part of the being which thus knows. Knowledge becomes fieet 
when God condescends so to speak to the creature, in so far aa to, 
come over-against him {by-dwelling by his consciousness). Still freer 
and quite complete will the knowledge of God be when God indwells 
in man. So far as the transition from one of these three modes of 
being or of knowing to another takes place through the will, we have 
a scientific foundation for the influence of the will, or faith, on know- 
ledge. To this threefold relation of knowledge there corresponds, 
accordingly, a threefold relation of the action of the Creator to that 
of the creature. The creature finds itself, with reference to God, 
either in the state of being worked through and by him, or of workm§^ 
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with God as his organ, or of working alone for God as his representa- 
tive. In the first case the creature is subjected to God, hut in the 
third God subjects himself, as it were, to the creature, since he im- 
parts to it the power of his own working. But even the first action 
of the intelligent creature is always dependent on the creative action 
of God, and that in three ways ; (1) Inasmuch as this action of God 
precedes the action of the creature as its true a priori, and forma the 
basis of it ; (2) In so far as it accompanies it as assistance (co-opera- 
tive leading) ; and (3) In so far as it manifests itself to the creature 
as a power freely ofTering itself to him, and thus follmos the deter- 
mination of will of the creature. This triad of being founded in God, 
being led hy God, and being strengthened by God, corresponds to the 
triad of the three divine persons, and contains the solution of all 
problems about freedom and law, freedom and grace, etc. And, on 
the contrary, every kind of mischief, both in theory and in practice, 
comes from the displacing of these three regions ; man desires to know 
and to do himself where he cannot and shoidd not, and, on the con- 
trary, is inclined only to believe and to do nothing where he ought to 
know himself and to act himself. That the doing of the creature, 
because its freedom is only based on the Creator's doing, is nothing 
but the continuation of this creative doing, this is a truth the auto- 
nomists ignore, letting the creature take up its own position (begin). 
And thus, just as in the philosophical doctrines of the naturalists, 
that which is unconscious and selfless is placed above and before the 
conscious self, or spirit Kant and his successors, who brought in or 
further developed the doctrine of the subject- object or of the absolute, 
fell into the mistake of counting two where they ought to have 
counted threa For what comes t-o man as foundation or as authority 
from within, they called the subjective, inasmuch as they mixed it up 
with man's own activity ; and this mixing is the starting-point of the 
whole new heresy of the autonomy of man, and of his providing his 
own foundation or his own authority. 

As against this falsely arrogated autonomy, which ends in slavery, 
it is the task of philosophy to point out the means and conditions 
by which man may come to the free use of his faculty of kuQv;ltd%.-. 
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Ooly those can shriuk from this liberation of knowledge who 
content to exchange freedom in the law and in service for a state 
which there is no law, no authority, no service. But it is true 
less in knowing than in willing and in doing, that man roles 
when he serves, and serves only when he rules, that be only com] 
hends when he wonders, and only wonders when he compreht 
that he only loves when he worships, and only worships when Ik 
loves. The freedom of knowledge has heen so little understood up 
to this time, because it has not been recognised that this freedom cm 
only be obtained by means of a double foundation or authority, ad 
that philosophy can only solve her problem by seeking to add to thf 
outer foundation and determination of knowledge, or to outwarf 
seeing, the corresponding inner foundation or inner vision, and ru* 
versa, for in the mouth of two witnesses (the inner and the outer) is 
the truth established which makes him that knows it free. And not' 
he is free in knowledge who casts off or says that he casts off eveiy, 
authority, asserting that he is an authority to himself ; but he 
listens to no authority than that which directly or indirectly 
him free, by giving him a foundation for his knowledge, 
assisting, strengthening or confirming him. But what thus provides 
a foundation, what supports and imparts motion as well as directs il, 
must in every region be that which cannot itself be moved by any- 
thing else. Hence dogma is not a thing that restrains the free move- 
ment of the faculty of knowledge, but a thing which provides a basis 
for that movement, and imparts it as well as leads and confirms it; 
it is like the rock in the sea which draws to itself the seaman who 
holds on to it while be thinks he is drawing it to himself, and strives 
to do so. Thus it ia as mistaken to hold only to outward teatimo^ 
and authority, as only to the inner. The criterion of the true po^ 
tive is rather the r^eement of the inner and the outer foundation rf 
any piece of knowledge ; and philosophy has to do for knowing whit. 
ethics proposes to do for the will, to seek for the outer determi 
factor the corresponding one within, for the law (authority), the s] 
of the law which makes subjection to it a free act, and belief 
authority an undoubting conviction. But the true motive of our 
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can be nothing but a will; and, by analogy, what supports the free 
movement of our reason can only be reasonable, of a. nature to appre- 
hend me, and to let itself be apprehended. Or thus : man only 
knows when he knows himself known ; the eye of his mind only sees 
itself, only finds itself in the eye of another mind, and knowledge 
reaches the mind, not as the rationalists think, per genereUiojiem 
ttyuivocam or from itself, but per iraducem ; i.e. by becoming par- 
taker (not part), and being taken up to a seeing and knowing which, 
BO far as he is concerned, exists a priori. This seeing and knowing 
proves itself to man to he primitive, superior or central, by its stability 
(ubiquity and eternity), and that both inwardly and outwardly. This 
double proof man therefore is right to ask. If he is to be fully con- 
vinced he must have it ; for centre and periphery, inner and outward 
testimony, as the inner and the outward aides of any occurrence, 
should and must never be disjoined. Instead of the eogito, ergo sum 
of Descartes, which heralded the advent of atheism, we should rathei 
say cogitOT ergo eogito, because man thinks only as being thought, 
only speaks as hearing, only wills as willed, only works aa worked 
upon. "Hence by the laws of thought, will, and action, we should 
understand nothing more than this or different from this ; that man 
is placed and comprehended in a thinking, willing, and working being. 
We can only wonder that so many theologians have allowed this 
fundamental doctrine, as declared by Paul, of the immanence of all 
things in God, to he robbed from them by philosophy {e.g., Spinoza), 
and a travesty of it to be used against themselves." 

The thought on which Baader's theory of knowledge hangs is 
unquestionably a profound and a far-reaching one. It is that all 
our knowledge is baaed on an a priori which cannot be a mere sub- 
jective and formal principle, else we could never understand how it 
comes to possess validity in the objective world, but which must be 
an absolute knowing and producing principle, therefore the divine 
reason. This is in fact the solution which Kant sought, but did 
not find in any satisfactory way, to the problem of knowledge. 
So much we saw above in our discussion of Kant (vol i, p. 153). 
And when Eaader goes on to say that the divine reason or active 
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tmth attests itself to us as well in the inner witness of our reason 
this with-knowiog with the divine, as in the outward testimonies d 
history, and that neither of these two sources is to be regarded as in 
itself abstractly valid, he disposes, in principle at least, and with per 
feet justice, both of abstract unhistorieal sabjectivism, and of 
reasonless objectivism or positivism. No sensible person will deiQ 
that historical testimonies to the tmth are incomplete without ik 
rehgious consciousness of the Christian Church, which, from a religioot 
point of view, must even stand above them. Bat when Baader 
to identify this Christian religious consciousness simply with the di 
formulated by the church, and sees in the latter the " rock in 
sea" which, itself unmoved, is to be regarded as the determiuing 
foundation -giving, and directing force of our thinking, we Protestad 
cannot pOEEibly follow him ; we must regard his position aa a 
Crom the point of view of modern philosophy to that of mediffiQ 
scholasticism, the main feature of which was just that its thoii{^ 
moved with freedom (as Baader too requires that it should) 
within the sphere of dogma, but never ventured to take up a positiot 
of independence and free criticism over-agaimt it. Baader was i 
doubt a profound speculative thinker, but he was also, indeed ! 
was 6rst, a believing Catholic, and so it happened naturally enouj 
that his speculative ideas became in his hands mere substructions 
the dogmas of the church, the truth of which was a postulate of feifli 
with him, without hia ever becoming clearly aware of the wide chasm 
that separates these two points of view fix)m each other. Schelling 
also, in his later stage, and the orthodox Hegelians, made the same 
exchange ; and how much more natural was it for the Catholic 
Baader to make it ! And we must remember that when Baader 
leaped from the position of speculative philosophy to that of dogmatic 
mythology, he did so by means of an idea the mixture of truth and 
error in which fitted it (and this is a frequent occurrence) to quiet 
the critical conscience of the philosopher by hiding from him the 
mistakennesa and the violence of the leap he is making. Starting 
from the position which, stated by itself, cannot be contested, tbrt 
knowledge is not independent of the moral will, that only the pi 
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liee^ can see God, that the wicbed caunot come to the knowledge of 
divine truth, Baader concludes that our knowledge is not since the 
fall a r€s integra, that our reason is, in fact, perverted, so that, in 
order to any pure knowledge, it must first be readjusted, must be 
healed, by higher assistance, namely, by revealed dogma. From this 
it naturally follows that we cannot nae our reason aright in a position 
of independence of dogma, but only in subjection to it. This is just 
the old vicious circle by which scholaBtic theology has always sought 
to shield itself against the attacks of thought, proving the superiority 
of dogma to reason from the corruption of reason, and the corruption 
of reason from the superiority of dogma. 

The system Baader erects upon this theory of knowledge has -a. 
close resemblance to those of Jacob Bohme and St, Martin, In the 
doctrine of God be strives to keep clear both of ordinary abstract 
theism, with its denial of nature, and of the confusion of God and 
the world which belongs to Pantheism. As against the Deists 
Baader insists on the " immanence of all things in God " as a funda- 
mental doctrine of Christianity ; but he declares a view of the woi'ld 
to be irrational which throws this " all-in-one " doctrine into a doc- 
trine of " all-one," and makes God, not the comprehender of all who 
is above all, but only the collective notion, or the sum, of all creatures. 
In such a view be says the creator, as the centre, and the created 
world as the periphery, compose the two halves of a substance, which, 
centanr-like, must be half-God and half-creature, not to mention that. 
the lie is given to the testimony of the consciousness of the intelli- 
gent creation. Spinoza fell into this ancient and monstrous error 
simply because be failed to make clear to himself the threefold 
relation of the creator to the creatures, namely, the extra -mundaneity 
of the first, and his intra-mundaneity and assistance with reference 
to the second, as in the formula, all in one, one in all, one with all. 
In thus rejecting alike abstract theism and abstract monism in favour 
of a truly " concrete monotheism " (an expression of Schelling which 
he accepts), Baader unquestionably shows great insight into the con- 
ditions to which any view of the world must conform which is to 
reconcile the antitheses in a higher unity : but while his intention is 
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excellent, he faila to work it out without overleaping the barriera 
sober thinking, and losing himBel^ like Schelling, in mTtholc^t 
&ncies. 

To conceive God as living, and yet not mix up his life in any 
way with the life of the world, he begins with constructing, in a waj 
very similar to that of BiJhme, a purely inner-divine " self-begetting- 
procesB " of God. The will without ground begets his son in the 
intelligible will, and as this descensus has a corresponding aseensus, 
this self-seeking a corresponding self-fiading, the duality is reunited 
in the Spirit. This triad, however, extends itself, just as with Bbhme, 
into a quaternion, by the idea, or wisdom, in which God appears to 
himself, and is united to himself. Yet this is not to be taken as a 
quaternity, the idea not being a person, but only the mirror of the 
divine self-seeing. The other three, however, are not properly persons 
either, and only become persona by the eternal divine nature, the 
desire after being, the principle of selfriess or individuation, by which 
in the first place the immanent process of the divine self- formation 
becomes an emanent one of self-expressing or revelation, the esoteric 
word becomes exoteric. When this takes place, each of the three 
moments is bom an actual person, a real birth, to which in God also 
a male and a female principle contribute, namely, the imagination of 
the idea, and the desire of nature. Now, we should suppose that in 
this emanent process, the exoteric manifestation of the Logos, we 
had reached the point of transition to the world-process ; but this is 
far from being the case. In spite of all those processes, birthe, 
and expressions, we are still on the ground of pure deity. Baadf 
cannot insist upon it strongly enough that the world has notbi] 
whatever to do with the inner-divine life-process, that its rise is nt 
brought about by any inner necessity in God, that God is not driven] 
to the creation by any want or need, so that the creation cannot 
known by speculation, but only as a historical fact. Only i 
is to be known speculatively, that when once God desired to creal 
the same two principles must come into operation for the pur] 
which co-operated in his own generative process : viz. nature {will 
as the material principle, and wisdom (intelhgence) as the foi 



principle. This idea, which Baader borrowed directly from Biilime 
(vol. i. p. 19), and which, moreover, he has in common with Leibniz, 
Schelling, and E. v, Hartraann, is the precious kernel among all 
the gnostic husks of hia theogony and cosmogony ; it contains a germ 
capable of developing into a real-idealism, destined to correct the 
abstractness of idealism. Baader himself dwelt frequently on the 
importance of this position. He aaya, for instance, " It is very 
important to recognise the actio vitalis as the begetting, creative, 
■ formative act of will and desire, not separated from Knowledge in- 
deed, but distinct from it. For through and from will was this world 
made, and all iinds its further propagation in will. Will is at the 
beginning of organic unity, as of separation, in all things. Formative 
impulse, creative power, reside only in will and in desire." Schopen- 
liauer says just the same : but Baader sees, as the latter does not, 
that will without wisdom, power without thought, can as little bring 
anything about, as inteihgence without will, thought without power. J\ 

The process of creati.on also is divided, according to Baader's 
description of it, into two separate acts, analogous to the moments of 
the self- generative process of God — an esoteric (super-material) and 
an exoteric (material) one ; and the fall in the spirit world takes 
place between the two, and brings the crisis about. Baader has 
much to say about the fall ; it might almost be said to be the car- 
dinal point of his system. God made the intelligent creation, angels 
and men, not perfectly good beings, but in innocence which was 
capable of falling, and was only to be confirmed by the endurance of 
temptation, so as to rise to the condition of free children of God. 
Only the possibility of evil lay in their nature, in their selfness. 
That this possibility, instead of merely underlying man's nature, as 
it should have done, broke out into a motive, into selfishness which 
arrogantly exalts itself above the barriers imposed on it, this realisa- 
tion of evil was by no means necessary ; it was the perversion of 
the true God-ordained relation of the creature to the creator. But 
this perversion did not originate in man ; he is not the inventor but 
the imitator of evil : the true father of it Is Lucifer. The angels 
who arrogantly rebelled against God are removed from their original 
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place in the divine will ; but they are not therefore altogether auto- 
nomous, not released from God, who rather dwells through them as 
a restraining bond, while he dwells in the spirits who remained good 
as a guiding law. That the spirit of lies is an actual power (Baad^ 
Bays even more precisely, a personality) is proved by the work he 
does in the evil inspiration of man, through whom he seeks to pro- 
cure "entrance into the world. Now the middle place which man 
occupies between intelligent and non-intelligent nature would have 
marked him out as destined to protect the latter from the conse- 
quences of Lucifer's fall, and keep it in its right relation to Gfod 
but man allowed himself to be seduced by the spirit of lies, and' 
turned his attention to the nature that lay beneath him, whence in 
him also nature, i.e. self-will, was inflamed, and became the ruling 
power. Then, when the ruin came to be so universal, the world 
would have been totally lost had not God arrested its fall, and pre- 
served it when trembling over the abyss of hell, by the creation of 
matter. Thus according to Baader the creation of the material 
world in the Mosaic six days' labour is only the second act, the 
tragic catastrophe of the intelligent creation has already preceded it 
It is not in contradiction to this, that we have already heard Baader 
apeak of" Nature," for he forbids us to confound nature in any way witi 
material existence, which is not the natural, but merely the diffnaed 
in dimensions of space and time, broken-up being, as it were, which 
is no longer true being (which is everywhere and at all times), bat 
only a becoming, a being there (or there). Thus limitation by space 
and time, and materiality which comes of such limitation, would, 
apart from the fall, have remained a mere possibility ; but the fall 
made it a reality. Yet for all this, the material is not as such of 
evil, nor is it the ground of evil ; on the contrary, matter is tha 
covering which protects the fallen spirit from the consuming fire of 
the divine wrath, and the material which man can exercise hiS 
spiritual power in controlling, and thus prepare the way for his own 
restoration. 

The fall of man brought about profound changes in his natuiQ 
and in his relations to nature around him. Originally created 



androgyuous, as Baadet holds with Eiihme, man was now divided intg 
two BBxea — s. circumstance whicli gave the animal side of his nature 
the upper hand, hioke up and destroyed the harmonious relation of 
spirit, soul, and body, and made him subject to death. With the 
command of himself he also lost command of external nature, which 
at firat yielded an unconditional obedience to his magic will ; and the 
mechanical control he exercises ovet nature is a poor compensation 
for the loss. But all this time the divine image, the idea, remained 
hid in man though fallen ; it preserved itself throughout the course 
of history, till at last it awoke again in the virgin, and was realised 
in Jeaua as the incarnate law of God. As Adam's guilt spread like 
a contagious disease over the whole race as original ain, so the pure 
life and atoning death of Jesus became original grace, which com- 
municates itself to the believer, like the influence passing from the 
magnetiser to the somnambulist, by the vehicles of prayer and of the 
£ucharist. The process, however, is not free from pain ; the self- 
seeking I has to be killed that the I wliicb is devoted to God may 
obtain salvation, wliich once obtained is indestructible, the man 
having reached his true destiny. Here there is error on each side ; 
on the oue side the Lutheran appeal to the imputed merit of Christ ; 
the physician is to help, but there is to be no bitter medicine. On 
the other side, the Kantian morality of the categorical imperative, 
vhich being without Saviour and without salvation, is " a morality 
only fit for devils," as it condemns man to an eternal and a fruitless 
struggle against nature, ie. to eternal misery. The true ethics, on 
the contrary, is based on the perception that God who gives us the 
law also fulfils it in ua : as the true logic rests on the fact that we 
know truth because we are partakers of the divine Logos. 

Now this assertion that the basis of morality and of religioua 
knowledge is the witness and the impulae of the Holy Spirit in the 
hea,?ta_of the pious is nothing more or less than the fundamental 
idea of Protestant doctrine. It waa by finding the basis of con- 
science in God that Protestantism wrought out its emancipation 
from human statutes, and from tlie authority of the Church and of 
tradition ; and we should expect Baader, holding such a philosophical 
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position, to recognise the right of Protestantism and to sympathise 
with it This, however, was far from being the case : indeed, he 
declared the Reformation to have been simply a rebellion against 
divine authority, and the root of all the modern political revolutions. 
The Reformers themselves, he says, only wanted to improve the 
Church ; and were not clearly aware that their acts were so inimical 
to the Church as they proved to be ; but their conduct was nothing 
leas than revolutionary, for it did not proceed from that which is the 
foundation (authority), but turned and exalted itself against the 
pillar of the Church as if it had been an obstruction. And every 
function of knowledge is revolutionary in its tendency which tuna 
itself against faith : even Anselm taught that we must first believe, 
that we may know. Instead of finding a true solution of the anti- 
thesis of civil and ecclesiastical society, and of that of tradition and 
ecience, which formed the problem of the age of the Reformatioii, 
the attempt was made to dispose of them in a radical spirit, giving 
them the aspect of a radical conflict or a total breach. The conse- 
quence was that the State now oppressed the Church, as the Churcli 
formerly did the State, and that the science of Protestantism had 
turned godless (rationalistic and naturalistic), and its faith barren 
of thought and afraid of knowledge (Pietism), so that the older, the 
true Protestantism, was no longer inter visos. Hence the bill, which 
was merely continued in the sixteenth century, had to be met now ; 
tradition had to be reconciled with science, natural history with 
theology, the State with the Church, and the conviction to be 
stirred up, above all, that ever since the first protest made against 
tradition (Protestantism) all that had been brought, and is still 
brought against it under the name of philosophy, never was, and is 
not now philosophy but an unphilosophy ; while that philosophical 
knowledge only is properly to be called free, which is based on the 
true foundation (on authority), since reason, if not grounded on tiiaHi 
which makes it free, is entangled in delusion, or falls into bottomlesij 
scepticism. 

Thus in the place of Protestant science, which was and is mc 
unphilosophy, a " free " phUoaophy founded on the authoiiiy 
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olic tradition — ^this, according to Baader, is the cure for the 
I of the age ! Of such an utterance, commented on as it is from 
J to time by history itself in encyclical, syllabus, and dogma of 
nihility, refutation is surely by this time superfluous. It only 
VQ how difficult it is even for the profoundest of thinkers to free 
self from the catholic belief in authority, and how much science 
3 to the Eeformation by which the chain of that belief was 
:en. 



CHAPTER V. 



KARL CHRISTIAN FHIEDEICH KRAU9E.' 

Religion had beeu treated by Sclileieniiacher exclusively froma 
the subjective aide, as a pious determination of the feehngs. With 
Schelling in his earlier philosophy of identity the subject quite 
disappeared in the absolute object, while his later attempts to 
remedy this one-sidedness led his thinking into mythological mazes, 
out of which neither he nor Baader ever emei^ed. Krauae starts 
from the philosophy of identity of Schelling, but he early recognised 
the necessity (as also did Hegel at the same time) of uniting the 
Fichtean subjectivism into a system of " absolute synthetism or 
harmonism, or Panentheism," in which the one-sidedneaa of pantheism 
and of the theism which derives its faith from feeling should he 
alike transcended, and Nature and the Ego recognised as the partial 
beings which subsist in, through, and under, the infinite Being. Its 
large proportions, and the strict and almost artistic method of its 
execution, certainly make Krause's philosophy one of the most 
remarkable phenomena in the history of philosophy ; and the slight 
attention which it still obtains can only be explained, cannot bs™ 
r quite excused, from the difficulty of the curious language which i 

L capricious purism led the thinker to employ,^ If in Schleiermacher'lJ 

I romantic religion of feeling we find an offshoot of the mystica 

I pietistic tendency of Protestantism, in Baader's polemical theosophj 

I and 

■ lopk 



The works of Kraase vith whicli ve have here to do are (not to Bpeak of t 
Rtligioiuiphilosophie, whioh contains nothing but controrersy with SchleiermadiaJ 
and Boaterweck), hii Vorlrmngen iiber d(w System der Pkilosophie (18SS), andtf 
dU OrundteahrktUen der Wiastnschajt (1829], the SiUenlekre (1811), and the PM 
KpkU der Qeschichle (1843), edited by H. von Leonhardi. 

In the following Btatement I have partly reproduced this language rerbti 
ipauthsis, only leaving out what in quite too unintelUglble. 
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of scholasticism, and in SchelHng'a Nature-philosophy the 
intheisin almost more of Giordano Bruno than of Spinoza, Ktaiise'a 
rsteni of absolute Harimnism ia a continuation of the line marked 
f the names of Shaftesbury, Leibniz, and Herder. Krauae has in 
Fmmon with these thinkers the underlying basis of optimism ia 
a mood, a mood which appears the more amiable and tlie more 
ititled to respect when we consider that he endured the narrowest 
hiumstances, and was always and most undeservedly neglected ; 
I never rose to a higher position than that of an extramural teacher 
^nvat doccnt), or private scholar, and yet continued to be the un- 
»ried apostle of this harmonious and cheerful view of the world, 
is true that this absolute harmonism laid too little stress on the; 
gative, it failed to grasp the full depth" of the antitheses, and 
nee iailed to appreciate the reality of sin and redemption in the 
>ral and religious sphere. This was Krause's weakness, as on the 
her hand Hegel's strength lay here. As Leibniz was related to 
teab Bohme at the beginning of German philosophy, so is Krauae 
lated to Hegel at the culminating era of that philosophy in the 
6t third of the present century. And the same contrast presents 
(elf in the golden age of German poetry in the persons of Goethe 
kl Seftiller. On the one aide are those who behold the idea of 
brmooioua being in eternal accomplishment, on the other those who 
liold it in eternal becoming by the constant overcoming of 
ititheses which constantly break forth afresh. On the one side 
the cheerful rest of the idyll, the smooth flow of the continuous 
»a, on the other the movement of the drama which develops 
lelf through the appearance of opposites, the excitement of mighty 
bSicts and tragical catastrophes. And are not these two sides 
ally inseparable from each other ? Is not the supplement they 
litually afford each other implied in the fundamental Christian 
ja of the kingdom of God, in which the early announcement of an 
Bomplishcd salvation always goes hand in hand with the earnest 
band of effort after salvation and sanctification ? 

As Schelliug set out from the intellectual contemplation of the 
VOL. n. ■ft 
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absolute, so Krause holds the " Contemplation of Being " or the 
knowledge of God as the all-comprehending infinite being, to \x 
the fundamental principle of all knowledge, which does not admit of 
further proof, but is itself quite certain and the ground of all other 
certainty. But while Schelling's intellectual contemplation was taken 
for granted, postulated, "shot out of the pistol, as it were," Krause 
recognises the necessity of introducing that principle to thought, of 
leading the thinking mind by a methodical analysis of its conscious- 
ness to carry out for itself this " contemplation of Being." He 
therefore postpones the deductive part of his philosophy in which 
particular knowledge is deduced from primitive knowledge or the 
contemplation of being : and places first the analytical part, which 
leads up to that fundamental knowledge by means of an analysis 
of consciousness. He- thus starts first of all^guite after the spirit 
of the critical movement, from the self- contemplation of the Ego, as 
that which alone is immediately certain, in which therefore no doubt 
is possible as to the reality of the idea, because knower and known 
are here one and the same. And this self-contemplation of the Ego 
is not conditioned, as Fichte held, by the idea of another, a Non-ego, 
hut is clear and evident in itself, and is rather to be regarded as 
forming the pre -sup position for the clear representation of all else. 
Now the Ego knows itself first of all as the one same and entire 
being, which in its one wholeness comprises in itself a multiplii 
of particular determinations, and which in its independence is 
permanent basis of the continuous changes of its states. But wl 
it knows itself as a whole in relation to the determination of 
parts, it does not know itself as sole whole, or as the 
essential that is, but it knows other similar Egos or reasonable beii 
and other similar bodies or natural beings outside itself, it km 
itself therefore as limited, as a finite part ; and this knowli 
implies the anticipation of an absolute wholewhich comprehends 
those partial wlioles. In the same way the Ego knows itself ini 
as the independent basis of its changing states, but it by no 
knows itself as the basis of its being itself and contemplating il 
it knows its own being, and its being as a basis, to be founded'! 
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turn ill an Other and Higher, and this knowledge again contains the 
anticipation of a self which is absolutely unconditioned and which 
forms the basis of all conditioned selfs. And aa the ground of any- 
thing is the whole- essential, in which this something is as a part- 
esaential, determined by the whole, so the ground which conditions 
all must be one with the whole which embraces all ; i.e. it must be 
God, or " being " simply, in which and through which all is that 
exists. The same result is attained from the self- contemplation of 
the Ego on another side, I know myself partly as mind or reason- 
able being, partly as body or natural being, and in each case as 
finite, i.e. as a part-being of the totality of mind and the totality of 
nature. Now reason and nature are on the one hand infinite, as 
regards the part-being embraced under them ; but as regards each 
other they are limited ; and in man also they form a union by their 
action on each other, each determining the other. Now where such 
a relation subsists between two limited beings, we are compelled to 
think of a Higher, in which these two which interact on each other, 
and their interaction itself, are based as part-essential, and deter- 
mined by the whole being. We cannot therefore conceive the 
interaction of mind and nature, which we find given in our self- 
contemplation, otherwise than thus, that we think them both, as well 
as their interaction which goes on in us, as founded in a Higher, 
which includes in itself as its part-essences the whole of reason and 
the whole of nature, which is therefore simply " Being," or God. / 

But while we thus arrive through the self-contemplation of the 
Ego at the contemplation of essence or the thought of God, it is not as 
if the objective validity, the reality of the latter, were baaed on the 
former. On the contrary, it now becomes clear that what was first 
for thought, and formed its starting-point, is last in reality, because 
the Ego ia seen to be based altogether in God, in its being and 
itB consciousness, its thoughts in general, and its thinking of God in 
particular. " "When we are conscious of this thought, being or God, 
we are conscious at the same time that this thought, even as our 
thought, cannot have been originated and caused by ourselves or by 
any other finite being, but that this thought can only be conceived 
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to be possible or actual, as origiaated by the coutents of thia 
thought, by being itself or God himself." The opinion held by 
many that the thought of God comes after other thoughts in respect 
of the certainty of its real truth, or even withdraws itself entirely 
from knowledge, Krause holds to be completely mistaken; the 
very opposite, he holds, is true ; the thought of God is the perma- 
nent basis and the sole guarantee of the truth of all our determinate 
thoughts and also of the general thought of basis and cause, because 
the causal proposition can only be valid if it is based on an uncon- 
ditioned, all-conditioning cause. The certainty of all knowledge 
rests on the being of God, and hence the strongest form of con- 
firmation of any statement " as surely as God is." 

It is therefore of the utmost importance for all science that the 
fundamental thought of essence, or God, be thought correctly. By 
/ God, we understand, in the first instance, according to Krause, the 
J one same and whole, or unconditioned and infinite, being, outside of 
< which nothing is, which is all finite things in and through itself 
This is the truth of pantheism ; and the recognition of this truth is 
of primary importance both to the science of religion and to religioD 
itself, for the contrary view, that anything exists in itself outside of 
God, and is its own beginning, would be equally repugnant to the 
thought of the absolute as one, and to the feeling on which religioa 
rests, for tliis feeling implies that the finite mind regards itself 
and all other finites, not as subsisting in and of themselves, but in. 
through, and of God. The contrary assumption would be far from 
being a Christian one : in fact, it is the great error of heathenism, 
the making an idol of the finite, wliile Christianity teaches that we 
live and move and have our being in God. But this true propo- 
sition that everything finite is in, througb, and of God, ia by no 
means to be confounded with the other proposition that the finite 
itself is God, or that God is the world. This is the en-or of pan- 
theism, which the religious consciousness rightly repudiates, but 
which careful tliinking also sees to be a wrong inference from tiie 
notion of the absolute superficially understood. According to pure 
absolutism, which may claiin to be regai'ded as pure (absolute). 



theism, God is first and essentially the one whole beiug which com- 
prehends in itself all that is finite, but having the finite in itself as 
a non-divine element originated by God, distinguishes itself as the 
unconditioned first being fi-om the finite and conditioned part-being, 
which as such is under and outside of God-as-first-being, though 
not outside of, but in and with God as the one self and whole 
being. True absolutism, which may also be called " panentheiam," 
thus combines, according to Krause, the relative truth of pantheism, 
that all that is finite is in God, with the truth of theism, that God as 
first being exists essentially and independently, before and above all 
finite particular beings and qualities ; that hence these finite beings 
are in no respect, either separately or taken together, and therefore 
that the whole world is not, God or the same as God; while they 
yet are like God, each in its kind and degree ; and finally, that God, 
as a self and whole being, is independently, in an infinite uncondi- 1 
tioned aelf-inwardness, or knowing, feeling, willing and working, in ' 
one self- conscious life, as the one unconditioned and infinite Reason, i 
which may also in a sense be called a " person," though Krause is 
unwilling to employ this term in scientific language, as it has ignoble 
associations in the language of common life.^ This distinction 
between God as whole beiug, which is the world in, through, and of 
itself, and God as first being, which is above and outside of the world, 
Elrau&e declares to be in part a new view, which makes it possible to 
reconcile the doctrines of the opposite philosophical systems as to the 
relation of God to the world in the one and complete truth of the 
" viewing of essence," thus eliciting and recognising what is true in 
them, and avoiding what is one-sided and erroneous. 

God as the one self and whole being is related to himself, aware 
of his selfnesB ; i.e. he knows himself, and is therefore the aelf-con- 
Bcious, blessed God. And these properties are not attributed to God 
by analogy of human things, applying them to him ; his self-know- 
ledge and self-feeling are immediately known from the fundamental 
essential properties of God, his selfness and wholeness. But this is 
only the form of his essence ; what are its c onten ts ? They are the 
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whole of determinate being, aa placed before us in a elf- contempla- 
tion aa natme and reaaoa and tlieamiiin of both, or huBaanity. These 
highest world -elements are, as they are contained in God, God's own 
essence in the inner difference of their oppoaiteness, in its innei 
two-foldness. Now God's essence is selfness and wholeness, and 
therefore these highest world-elements are opposed to each other 
according to these fundamental essences of God. Mind answers fa) 
the side of the selfness of God. for every mind lives independentlf, 
is free and for itself, and is itself the ground of its thoughts, feelings, 
and acts of wiU. Body, or nature, answers the side of the wholeness 
of God, for nature shows itself in space and time and force, as one 
constant uninteiTupted whole, in which all the parts are held and 
bound together by the orderly connection of the whole. Humanity, 
finally, as a union of mind and nature, answers to the combination ol 
selfiiess and wholeness, freedom and necessity, in God, and is thus 
the complete, Godlike image or reflection of the whole divine being, 
like it in mind, differing from it only in point of magnitude, as the 
finite from the infinite, therefore like to it. No one can fail to notice 
the similarity of these thoughts to the earlier philosophy of identity 
of Schelling, which conceived the absolute as the unity of the ideal 
and the real, reason and nature, freedom and necessity. The differ- 
ence, however, is equally unmistakable. With Schelling the unity 
was merely the neutral tertium quid, the indifference of the antitheaia 
and not a higher above it ; not an independent self-conscious reason, 
distinct from finite beings as well as united with them. Kranse deve 
oped the notion ot the absolute to distinctness in this direction, 
like Hegel made the substance a subject, the absolute being an abs 
lute spirit. From this one would expect it to follow, that in th*'' 
world also, nature and mind are no longer co-ordinated as members of 
equal value, as Krause still teaches, with the philosophy of identity,, 
but that nature is that which mind has posited for mind, and thei 
fore a means for the ends of mind and subordinate to mind, as H( 
taught with more consistency. In tliis point Krause is at a 
vantage as compared with Hegel, and stands nearer the philosophy 
identity of SoheUing's early period ; but on the other aide he has 



advantage of having distinguished with greater plainness and clear- ' 
ness than Hegel did, the originating first being from the originated 
combined being, or the creative first mind from the creaturely human 
mind. Here he stands nearer the later speculation of SchelUng and 
that of Baader, which however he infinitely surpasses in his more 
sober and disciplined style of thought. 

From the relation of God to the world, which we have described, 
Krause further develops the idea of life, the primal life of God as 
primal being, as also the God -like' life of the world-beings, nature, 
reason, and humanity, and finally, the united life of God and the 
world-beings or the "Orlif«" of God as being. In so far as the 
finite world-beings are in God they have part in his infinity; and 
thus they are an infinite finite, or a finite infinite. This contradic- 
tion finds its solution in the fact that nature and reason are in them- 
selves an infinite number of completely definite or individual beings, 
each with its own life, which as separate beings of nature or as 
bodies are connected in a unity with each other and with nature, 
and as separate beings of reason, or aa minds, are united iu the unity 
of reason with each other and with reason herself. Now, aa reason 
and nature are essentially united in God, it follows that the two 
opposite series of finite individuals which they are and contain are 
thoroughly united the one with the other; that every individual 
mind ia essentially connected with an individual body as man. 
From the union of reason and nature in God there results therefore 
the idea of the one infinite humanity in the world, of which that 
upon the earth is but a small fraction. But every separate self- 
being, aa surely as it is in God, is also an infinite infinity, i.e. it has 
an infinite number of complete finite states, in each of which it is 
determined in a peculiar way. These states, since they are each 
pecuharly determined, are exclusive of each other ; but because they 
cannot co-exist, and yet belong to the same essence of the same 
self-being, must be as a constant series one after the other. This 
constant succession of states in one and the same constant being is 
heeoming, the form of which is time. The whole essence of the indi- 
vidual self-being only unfolds itself in the wliole series of the 
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changing appearances of its becoming in time ; but the beings lliem- 
selves, who change in time, are before and above their becoming ia 
time, they themselves arise and do not pass away, it ia only their 
Btates that arise and pass away. In the same way as the beings 
which change, aelf-changing or becoming ia itself without beginning 
and incessant ; time is the eternal form of the infinite becoming of 
all finite beings, in which they develop their notion, which is eternal. 
But the content of all becoming in the one infinite time is the being 
of God himself, in so far as it manifests itself ia all finite beings, 
Now, since the divine being is quite one and the same, always equal 
to itself, it follows that the state of all beings in God at any one or at 
every moment of time is a distinctive and full-essential representa- 
tion of the whole being of God, accordingly that each moment of the 
one infinite becoming is only once and is unique, of infinite value 
in itself, and not merely for the sake of a future state, for which it 
ia the preparatory means. lu the practical contemplation of life, 
this view refutes the error that the youth of individuals or of peoples 
or of humanity, is only of value as a preparation for their age ; or 
that the whole of this life on earth is only a preliminary exercise ia 
a dark vale of tears, for something yet to come. He escapes from 
this narrow and mischievous prejudice, who recognises that every 
time ia full, in a way quite peculiar to itself, of divine being. 

In so far as the divine being ia manifested in an equally full and 
essential manner at every mom ent of time, God remains always equal 
to himself ; and it cannot be said of him that he ia of time or in time- 
But in so far as God is the eternal and infinite basis of all becoming 
in infinite time, and thus shapes his own being in time itself in an 
infinite exhibition of ever-changing states, we may predicate of him 
an inTier hecoming, or life. And God ia life in a twofold sense. Aa 
the original being he has his original life in antithesis to the world- 
life, but as the one whole being he comprises the total life of the. 
world in and under himself as the structure of the members (oi^n- 
ism) of the self-life of all finite beings. For every finite and self- 
knowing being has a subordinate independence and freedom of ita 
own, in so far as it is tlie proximate self-essential basis of ita own con- 
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stant Belf-formation in time ; but as tlie finite beings are contained in 
respect of their whole essence in God, their finite being-the-basis of 
their own life, or their independence itself, ia contained and founded in 
the unconditioned basis of the one life of God, and that in such a. way 
that all the members of this one divine life mutually further and de- 
termine each other, so that each of them is organically determined by 
the rest, and all of them by the original life of God-as-original-beJng. i 

The essential, in so far as it is set forth in life, is the good, to be 
approved (das Qute), and so far as it is the permanent formed in 
time, the good {dm Gut), Now, as the divine essence is the contents 
of the divine life, which is set forth in infinite time in infinite 
variety, it follows that the divine essence is the one good and the 
one chief end ; that God in relation to all the finite is the uncon- 
ditioned, infinite or highest good. And in so far as the property of 
a being to set forth good of itself in time, is called goodness, God is 
also unconditioned and infinite goodness. Similarly, the goodness of 
every finite being consists in its actually clothing with form in time 
its god-like essence, as a finite good in finite life, as God forms the 
infinite good in infinite life. The good as the alone essential in time, 
is the necessary, which comprises in itself the possible as that which 
is still to become, and the actual, as that which is actually existing 
in time in individually determined form. Thus what is common to 
the whole series of becoming, or the law of life, ia this : that the 
one good which ought to be real in life, become real at every moment 
of time in its own peculiar way. And in so far as this good is to 
be worked out by the activity of rational beings, it is the end, or the 
object of life. God, that is, as the one good, is to himself the one 
end of life ; and for every finite rational being, it is the end of life 
to set forth its own essence in its own life in infinite time ; and that 
simply because its essence is a subordinate finite part of the essence 
of God, its end of life a part of the end of life of God ; its good a 
part of the one good of God, because God is for every finite reason- 
able being the one unconditioned, infinite, supreme good. 

Prom these statements on the life of God and of the world, 
Krause goes on to a aeries of propositions regarding the divine 
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essence. God, aware of himself iii knowledge and feeling as a living 
being, sees and feels in his omniscience the whole of life in the 
whole of infinite time, both past and future, down to the last parts 
of his self-living determination, and throughout all the relations in 
time of every individual to the whole and to its own infinite eni 
But he knows and feels all the temporal and finite iu an infiniU 
divine way, not limited by pleasure and pain, ignorance and longing;' 
but so that he takes it up into the blessedness of his infinite i 
The knowing and feeling of the finite rational creature, too, is only 
fully-essential, i.e. true and blessed, in so far as it knows and feehi 
itself in unity with the life of God. Again, as God determines him- 
self to the exhibition of his essence in infinite time, freedom i 
attributed to him, as the form of the realisation of his end of lift 
according to hb own law, thus not standing in any antithesis witS 
necessity. The conditioned freedom of finite reasonable beings it 
entirely dependent on the unconditioned freedom of God, as it is n 
only in point of subsistence eternally and irreversibly based in t 
divine causality, but also led and determined at every moment o 
its operation by God, its end of life. 

As the infinite cause of life in time, or as actively realising i 
time his infinite resources, God is the one infinite unconditioasC 
force and might, which, inasmuch as it contains in itself all finill 
power, is omnipotence (or Ormight), but viewed in its relation to tA 
latter as cause to effect may be called First power. In so far B 
God himself occasions the nature and direction of his activity ani 
power, he is will : and since he determines himself to direct 1 
activity to the realisation of the one whole good, he is will of good 
or koly wilL And as the will of God being universal (or " Orwill " 
embraces the self whole good, it is also directed at each instant aa l 
will determined in time or an individual will, to the good of his o 
life, or to securing that tiie one life shall he at every instant i 
peculiar unique and full presentation of the divine essenci 
his will is at every time a wise, blessed, atid }ioly decree. Now, ! 
in this infinite multiplicity of individual life there is at each momei 
simply a harmonious representation of the one self whole essence C 
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God, tlie whole life of infinite history appears aa a divine work of 
art of consummate beauty. In this view, beauty of life also is a 
fundamental essence of God, in close connection with the good and 
goodness : beauty and goodness are the same divine, only in different 
modes of manifestation ; and equally with the morally good and 
with the beautiful does justice belong to the fundamental essences of 
Grod, for it is the whole of the conditions depending on freedom, 
under which the finite reasonable beings are able to attain in time 
their divine end of life, in joint life with each other and with God 
as original being. As a condition of the restoration of the good in 
life, justice is itself a fundamental and easential part of the good ; 
and the realisation of it is an end of the divine will, which just 
because it is the foundation of all execution of justice in the world 
ia the originally just and all-just will. Hence also it follows that as 
certainly as God is always equal to himself, so certainly justice can 
never be in conflict with the true, the good, and the beautiful ; and, 
finally, religion also, the highest among all these separate determina- 
tions of Hfe, has its basis in the essence of God. As the one whole 
life of Ciod is organically divided into the primal life of God as 
primal being, and the God-like life of finite reasonable beings, and 
these two, though distinguished, are yet most intimately connected 
with each other in the structure of the whole, so God in his self- 
consciousness is yet at the same time awai'e of his joint life with the 
God-like reasonable beings, and knows them also as beings who, in 
their turn are aware of this their joint-life with him in knowing and 
feeling ; and this mutual relation of " Hfe in union of essence " God 
takes up into his thoughts as an essential part of bis blessedness ; it 
is to him a part of the one good, to which his holy life-impulse is 
directed. Now the life-impulse which is directed to union of life is 
love ; and so God as the basis of the joint life of all with him and 
with each other is the one infinite absoluis love. To that love with 
which God loves himself, and in and under himself all finite beings, 
corresponds on the side of the God like reasonable beings the con- 
sciousness and the impulse of God-inwardness, or pious love to God 
and to all that is in God and like God. But as the primal love ia 



J 



60 FHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION. 

not the whole divine being, but only one particular fundamenUl] 
essence or quality of it, the good man who is aware of God shoi 
do good in and with love to God and man certainly, but not fiisflj 
or essentially from love or for the sake of love, but purely for 
sake of the good, because it is the divine, the essential ; and 
way he will become truly worthy of love, and will be admitted 
partake of it. 
> At one or two points of this demonstration we may havo 

doubts ; but in any case we must acknowledge that the idea of God 
is here developed in a clear and unbroken advance of thought, and 
is set forth in an uncommonly rich and fruitful statement, equally 
removed from the empty abstractness of the absolute of Spinoza, of 
Schelling in his philosophy of identity, and of Schleiermacher, and 
from the fantastic mythological theosophy of Schelling and Baadei, 
i One conspicuous merit of Krause lies in hia taking temporal life aa l 
1 moment in God, By doing this, while yet distinguishing it from 
God's eternal being, and thus obtaining the distinction between tie 
eternal (unchanging) causality of God and his temporal, progressive, 
causality, he made it possible to bring God into a much more inward 
and living relation to the historical life of humanity than is gene- 
rally done. At this point,' it is usual for theologians and philo- 
sophers to fail, because they are under the yoke of an abstract noticm 
of the divine " eternity," which admits of nothing temporal, and 
excludes all progressive change of the divine action. The advant^ 
gained by Krause at this point appears at once in his notion of 
vidence. Providence he regards as consisting neither in God'a havii 
once for all fixed all that happens with a so-called " eternal act 
wooden iron), nor in separate interferences which break through 
regular connection of the world, and do away with its order. 
j consists in God's so determining and guiding the whole essentif 
j organism of the world at every moment of time with his unireraal 
I and individually determined will, as to make it subserve both ths 
one eternal life-purpose of the whole and the individual life-purpoae 
of all particular beings in the definite present, and in agreement 
with the course of time, both in alt preceding and in all subsequent 



periods. In short: "God determines Ids intinite decree at each 
moment and with regard to all finite beings, in such a way as is 
good in every respect." ' Hence it follows that every being in the 
whole of infinite time realises its life-purpose, actually attains its 
destiny, or comes to that blessedness which is the salvation ordained 
by God for every being. God's law of life, according to which he 
realises his own life-purpose in suuh a way that all finite beings are 
thereby led, their own power subordinately assisting, by God to 
their own salvation in the one salvation of God, this law of the 
government of the world is the one universal plan of salvation, 
which individualises itself in temporal history for peoples and for 
individuals, according to their several ways of life to a plan of 
salvation for them in particular. "^ 

But how can so much evil and wickedness aa experience compels 
ua to i-ecognise, find a place in a world-order which aims at the 
universal salvation of all? The solution of this difSculty is a 
peculiarly difficult task for Krause, as it was for Leibniz, and must 
be for every similar system of universal harmony. Krause's solution 
of the problem is quite on the lines of Leibniz's theodicy. Evil, 
including wickedness, is negation, in part a simple want of essence, 
in part a malformation of life. This negation comes partly from 
without, it is the limitation of the world which cannot but form a 
feature of the common life of finite beings. Partly, also, it belongs 
to the self-essence of every finite being, in bo far as the category of 
negativeness belongs to its essence. Leibniz expressed this more 
fiimply by saying that it belongs to the notiou of the finite being 
that it only partakes to a limited extent in reality or perfection, that 
in certain respects, that is to say, it is imperfect. But evil as 
negation is never an independent entity, it exists in a being, it is 
partial negation in a good being, deviation from the norm of proper 
formation, and thus merely an exception, an abnormity, which as it 
come into actual existence according to the one necessary law of 
life, is again, according to the very same law, to be negated and 
removed at its set time. Evil as non-essential has its sphere only in 
' LtbaiUkrt uiirf Phil. </. GacL, p. 8S. 
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the finite and temporal, it is not to be connected with God in any 
way ; neither in the whole nor yet in the particulars is it caused 
occasioned, or furthered by God in time, not even as a means to good, 
for good being the affirmation of essence, Krause characteriaticallr 
states, can never proceed from evil as evil, as negation. (The notion 
of negative magnitude, or the real No as contrary or recoil of thft 
Yes, in presence of which alone the latter becomes active and sensitive,- 
this notion which was clearly recognised even by Jacob Bohme (voLi, 
p. 20), does not exist for Krause any more than for Leibniz.) Henct 
in respect of God we can only say that the evil and wickedoea 
found in the Ufe of finite beings have their cause in God in t 
eternal manner in so far as he is the cause of the finite general^ 
and of finite, limited freedom, in particular. Now in this goodtl 
evil of the abnormal exercise of freedom is so unavoidably involve 
that the latter (evil) could not be prevented without abolishing 
freedom (good), and so God's relation to the actual occurrence 
wickedness and sin is merely that of pei-mitting it, not that of 
occasioning it or co-operating in it or approving it. As against thi 
evil whicli exists, God's will is directed solely towards the negatioa 
of it, and the affirmation of good as the alone essential. God % 
alive to the whole of life, and he is aware both by knowledge a 
by feeling of the element in it which is repugnant to the i 
but he regards it as the disturbance of the life of finite being) 
which has to be removed again. The divine love, in so far as jfi 
feels the pain of the finite beings which stand in the limitation 
the world and forms an impulse towards their liberation from tl 
torture, is called compassion, healing and saving love ; God, accord- 
ingly, is the eternal and infinite pitier and compassionate delivcw 
of all beings ; in his mind there is sympathy with the pain of tl 
beings in the world, but always combined with infinite blessednea 
because of their rescue and deliverance from all pain, which } 
regards and feels as the work of redemption he has been engaged i 
from the first and will carry on to the end. Salvation from wicked 
ness and evil by the pure force of goodness in love and compaasioi 
is one continuous act of God, eternally the same, holy and pectUis 



KRAUSK 63 

belonging to his own life at every moment of time, and attaining its 
purpose in all finite rational beings without exception, so that none 
of them is lost to God in evil. An eternal damnation, eternal rejection 
of any one of his rational creatures would be a contradiction of his 
pitying love, which remains infinitely faiihful to itself and to all its 
finite reasonable beings. In knowing this we also are summoned 
and inspired to work together with God in his eternal work of 
healing, and of making holy, with God's love in our hearts to all 
beings and to ourselves. 

Krause led us at first from immediate self-contemplation to the 
contemplation of essence or the idea of God. He now deduces from 
the idea of God, thus fully worked out, the vocation of man, and his 
place in the oi^anisation of the world-beings. Man's whole vocation 
is : likeness to God in his life, or the unfolding of his godlike 
essence in his own distinctive way as an independent active being, 
according to his three faculties, true knowing, blessed feeling, and 
holy willing aud doing. That man may know himself aright it is 
first of all necessary that he should distinguish aright what he is as 
spirit, and what he is as body, and how these two are related to 
each other. As spirit, man knows himself in tlie light of his know- 
ledge of God to be an essential eternal, unborn and immortal rational 
being, destined to fulfil in infinite time his divine destiny as a finite 
spirit an infinite number of times in an infinite number of periods 
or life-courses. The souls of men upon the earth are the spirits 
living together on the earth with individual bodily natures ; they 
form a part of the infinite spij-it-i-ealm of the universe, which suffers 
neither increase nor diminution, but lives in and with God as an 
eternally perfect organism of all the infinite number of spirits. 
Each separate spirit enters by union with a body on one of its 
infinite number of life-periods, develops itself through three ages of 
life to the highest point of its maturity, when it gradually withdraws 
into itself again in the declining curve (involution) to the point of 
returning to its original unity in God. But this final point or death 
of one life-course is at the same time a beginning, a second or 



f 64 



PniLOSOFBY OF RELIGION. 



i-birth into a new life-courae ; and death according! 
experience like any other, a moment of the life which reprod 
develops itself without end. But every new life is aomethingmore than 
the mere repetition of the old one ; it moves in new and higher citrvei 
with a new content of its own, and yet according to the same law ol 
life of evolution and involution, so that the whole life of each spirit in ' 
all the periods of infinite time may be represented as a curve con- 
structed according to a definite formula, and yet growing without end J 
at each time (a spiral or serpentine line, or a cycloid). In each of the* 
ages or life-courses the individual fulfils his vocation in the c 
possible at this point of time, a way which has its own value and i 
portance, and is byno means a mere preparation and means for a fi 
mode of esisteuce. What is true of the individual man is true i 
of humanity on earth regarded as a whole. It also is only an orgi 
I member of the total humanity of the world, first of all of that of the 
} aolar system : it also traverses in its history the three principal a 
of life, answering to childhood, youth, and maturity, but before it also 
there impend higher forms of development than the present earthly 
mode of existence, on other heavenly bodies, where the relation of 
spirits to one another, and to their bodies, will be a more perfect 
one. Of that better state we possess some intimations, if no more, in ■ 
the phenomena of magnetism, clairvoyance, spirit- intercourse, and the 
like. Our philosopher, however, remarks himself that we here stand 
before the dark chambers of life, into which our knowledge cannoft 
now penetrate. This cautious reserve considered, we cannot prea 
our objections to the bold anticipations of future forms of existence 
of the metempsychosis of individuals and of the race ; indeed 
liiust acknowledge that this form of forecast of the future has somei| 
thing to say for itself, as much perhaps as other eschatological picture 
with which we westerns are more famQiar. From the point of view 4, 
empiricism both are equally incapable of proof : from the atandpoiil 
of idealism both may prove equally elevating and inspiring. 



Krause's further discussions on the moral ideal of the individuq 
and of society are of importance for the philosophy of morals and < 



jtmsprucCeDce, tut we must omit them liere, and examine somewhat 
more closely his Theoi'y of Religion. We have apokea above of the 
fouudation of religion in God, the life of coinmnnity of essence of 
the finite spirits with God as original being. The question remains 
in what forms of the mental life of man that " God-iiiwa rdnes a," in 
which according to Era use religion -esaentiaUy consists, manifests itself 
in the individual and in the historical " religious unions." Kiauae 
discussed the psychological aide of religion polemically (in criticisms 
of Bouterweck, Jacobi, and Schleiermacher) and also positively ; and 
he must be acknowledged to have kept himself free from the opposite 
errors of Schleiermacher and of Hegel, neither ovei-valuing feeling at 
the expense of objective truth, nor theoretical truth at the expense 
of feeling, but exhibiting in a happy way the harmonious interaction in 
religion of the various sides of the mind. He had less insight, however, 
than either of these thinkers into the historical development of 
religion generally and the dogmatic stamp it assumes in ecclesiastical 
Christianity in particular, and this may be the principal reason why 
his influence on theology and the philosophy of religion has proved 
incomparably slighter than theirs. 

Against Schleiermacher's theory of feeling Krause remarks,^ 
that feeling as such incites either to good or to evil ; to good when 
it is pure and aroused by the knowledge of good ; to evil when it is 
impure feeling, kindled by error or led astray. Even analytical self- 
contemplation shows that every supersensnous feeling only then 
appeals to us, only then is living and active, if and so far as the 
superaensuous contemplation or knowledge of that essence which is 
to he felt, is already present in consciousness as anticipation or as 
knowledge. Thus even the feeling of God in its various forms, i 
particularly as trust in God, necessarily presupposes knowledge of 1 
God, since we could not possibly trust one we did not know. To 
say that religion is a matter exclusively, or at least principally, of 
feeling, is to identify the whole contents of the mind with feeling, 
which is no more than a part of them. But as little as feeling must 
kaowledge or will be taken for the original element of religion ; 

' Sdig'^onsphil., ii. 2, Gil ; ii. 1, 358. 
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religion, on the contrary, as Kranse admirably says, has its contenta 
and origin in God, and in man who is the image of God, and is 
called and fitted to be united to him iu hia life, to enter into an 
entire and undivided communion with him in the whole range rf 
hia consciousness, in the feeling of self, in willing and in doing, awan 
' all the time that his consciousness of God, his feeling of Grod, Bfii 
hie willing of God are founded iu God himself, and caused by Qect 

The latter is a root-thought of Krause'a, as of eveiy t/Set^ 
speculative philosophy of religion. " From finite reason aa finib 
we might possibly explain the thought of itself, but not the thou^ 
of something that is outside finite reasonable beings, far less Uit 
absolute idea, in its contents infinite, of God. To become awaie of 
God in knowledge we require certainly to make a fi'eer use of oiB 
finite power of thought, but the thought of God itself is prizoanl/ 
and essentially an eternal operation of the eternal ja yelation qfjifid 
to the finite mind." Both knowledge of God in general and tiie 
faith in the individual working of God in a man's own life which 
fills up that knowledge, is o riginallya "working of God in the finite 
spirit, and is the eternal and endui'ing foundation of God-in war dnesa 
and of assimilation with God for man and for humanity." ' But to the 
knowledge of God we must also add the feeling of God, the reception 
in the heart of the contemplation of God, and of faith in him. The 
feeling qf_Ggd is related to all other feelings as the knowledge of 
God to all other parts of knowledge ; aa the latter first brings unitj 
and harmony into all finite knowledge, so the blessed harmony of all 
finite emotions is firet attained in man's breast by the one blessed 
feeling of God. Tliis also ia not to be explained from the finite 
reasonable being, as if it thus, in freedom and of itself, raised itself 
above its own level : it is an_ operation of God, and the second 
foundation of God-inwardness iu man. Now he who knows God ai 
feels God is also capable of directing his will to God, so as to 
only the good as the divine, and to realise in his finite life a part 
the divine essence in a godlike way with a goodness and beai 
peculiar to his own case. And this direction of the will is the thiri; 
' Lebenkhre und Phil. d. Oesch., p. 207. 
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divine Qp_eration in tlie finite reasonable being, the third note, as it 
■were, in that fundamental liavmony in which the inwardness of 
essence or the religiosity of the finite reasonable being is realised. 
And this religion, because it brings all the sides of the mind alike 
into harmony with each other, is the primary and essential foundation 
of a conduct of life which is according to reason and worthy of man. 
In it the mind is trained to the knowledge of universal truth, or to 
science, the heart to pure and noble feeling, and the will to divinely 
good volition or to pure morality, and thus the destiny of man is 
attained on every side. This certainty, based on faith in God, of 
accomplishing by God his destiny, engenders an absolute faith in 
God's guidance, both of universal and of individual life ; and thus at 
the same time the heartiest love to God, a love which asks no more 
than the completion of the union of the whole life with God. 

On this showing religion rests primarily and essentially on the 
eternal causation of God or on his general revelation in the nature 
of man which is in his image. To this we have to add, according 
to Krause's distinction between the eternal and the temporal caus- 
ality'of God, the itidividual revelation, in which God manifests him- 
self to men in the course of the history of the race and of individual 
men, in a special manner in proportion to the degree of the develop- 
ment of their mental powers. This revelation being a work of the 
free love of God, no finite mind can assign the limits of the divine 
compassion, according to which it pleases God to be present to man 
in mind, heart, and will : so much only can we clearly apprehend, 
that no individual revelation of God vouchsafed to reasonable beings 
in time, can conflict with the eternal revelation of God in the mind and 
heart, but that it must be in agreement with the laws of the develop- 
ment of the human reasonable being, because a contradiction of the 
temporal with the eteraal revelation of God would imply a division 
in God Mmaelf. In judging of individual cases there is certainly 
great risk of error ; individual experiences, the cause of which lies 
in the laws of the development of mankind, and ultimately in the 
eternal causality of God, may be erroneously ascribed to God's tem- 
poral ordering ; indeed, even mistaken opinions and freaks of imagi- 
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nation may be set down as individual commuuications of God. 
only means to guard against this danger, and keep our mind 
heart chaste and pure, is that man should strive to take up 
himself purely the eternal revelations of God, and to jadge all 
asserted temporal revelations, belonging to himself or to others, 
according to the eternal essence of their contents compared with 
what is contained in the eternal revelations of God. " Man is com- 
petent to do so : he ought to do so : he should seek to walk always 
in the cousciouaneaa of the presence of God, and strive after God- 
likeness, and after the capacity of having God always actuallj 
present with him." 

Eeligion is thas the " guUe Ood-intimatc, Qod-like, God-Jiniid, 
life itself as sack," which is based on eternal and individual revela- 
tion of God, and consists in a mutiial relation of God as original 
being, and of all beings aware of God. From this we derive the idea 
of the " religious union." Eeligion, indeed, as Krause more than 
once remarks, with entire accuracy and in the spirit of genuine Pio- 
teatantism,' is not primarily a social relation of man to man, but is 
an affair for each individual, an affair concerning his own innermost 
and most private life, " his immediate relation to God, which is 
brought about by nothing finite, but is to be known and lived 
originally by him, in such a way that no other being comes between 
him and God;" for "every man is immediately present before God, 
and immediately directed by God in Mm to God as first being ahact 
him." Were this not the case, were not religion founded imnis- 
diately and eternally in each individual man as an inner thing, • 
thing for him alone, were not God immediately present in 
man, it would be inconceivable how one man could awaken reli^i 
in another, excite it, lead it, form it, and be and remain to the ot 
a mediator between himself and God. The social element, therefoi^ 
is merely an indii'idual feature in religion, and is not to be taken 
for the whole of it or for the original essence of it ; as a factor of 
religion it is undoubtedly importHnt, Por as God unites his life 

^ PWoi.d. Oeseh. 213, and SdigUmsjihilor. il 2, 334 (in hit criticiamof Schleier 
madier]. 
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with humaoity aiao aa an organism of social unions, each of the 
higher persons or social uniods into which humanity arranges itself 
is destined to represent the idea of God-intimacy or union of life 
■with God. Properly, then, did the idea prevail in its purity, the 
whole moral organism of men's social unions from the narrowest 
circles of families and local communities to the widest union of the 
nations of mankind, should be accompanied by the parallel series of 
the rich oi^anism of religious unions, in w)iich every single man 
should be at liberty to form and to celebrate his independent reli- 
gious life. But in historical development the growth of religion as 
of other things begins with individuals, and only proceeds gradually 
from the parts to the higher whole. In this development, too, the 
truth is always accompanied by a great deal of error : religious 
truths imperfectly apprehended are said to be individual divine 
revelations and precepts, and fixed in dogmas, rites, and social insti- 
tutions. Yet even at the subordinate stages the historical forms 
always contain an element of genuine religion as their sound kerne! ; 
and this latter always puts forth its good and divine influence, to 
lead men to God from one side or another, to make them like him, 
to unite tbem with him. Such is the experience of history, and on 
this experience rests the hope that the humanity of this earth will 
one day, when science is further developed and the whole of life 
improved, raise itself by God's help and by means of God's further 
revelations to the pure full-essential rehgion, to the " full life of 
union in the essence," freed from delusion, from blind belief in tradi- 
tion, from all arbitrary assimiptions, from tlie confusion of the eternal 
with the temporal, from all idolatry of anything finite. But as the 
first requisite for a pure religion is the pure, fuU-cssential knowlcdge 
of God, Krause holds "the pure prosecution and improvement of 
science to be one of the essential conditions for man's reaching the 
pure God-intimacy, and god-like essence of life ;" and from this he 
draws the conclusion, always worthy of attention, and never more so 
than to-day ; " to seek after truth, to carry science forward, is itself 
a God-intimate, God-uniting act, an essential part of religion and of 
worship. The development of science is an essential part of the 
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work imposed on inaii by God, a service man is boimd to undertake'' 
for God in love and faith. Never let us think that the truly scien- 
tific spirit, that the pure and adequate furtherance of science, is 
foreign or even hostile to the growth of religion r on the contrary, 
the 8cienti6c spirit and the improvement of science are themselvES 
an essential foundation of religion and religiousness." 

Krause here approaches very nearly to similar views held ty 
Hegel : but in the latter the impression is produced that religion is 
destined to disappear in science and the church in the state, ■whfle 
Krause sees the truth to lie in the harmonious co-existence of 
spheres of life and of unions which are distinct and comparatively 
independent of each other. The religious union, Krause says, stands 
by itself independently and outside of every union which is directed 
to a different end ; it must therefore subsist by the side of all these 
unions, but at the same time united with them all in harmonions 
interaction. The religious union should not and must not interfere 
with the development, in their own way, of the other unions which 
are devoted to other reasonable ends : but neither must the free 
development of the religions unions be interfered with by any of 
the others. The state, for example, exists for the administration of 
justice, an essential aim of hfe, and the religious union is not sub- 
ordinate to the state, but neither is the state subordinate to it 
Both are co-ordinate ; both alike are called, and are fit, to found and 
work out one harmonious and organic common life. Each stands in 
need of the other for its perfection, and each ought to help the 
other. If religion seeks to effect the union of mankind with tht 
Deity, the endeavour of the state is also in its way divine, god-likSi 
and directed to God, for God is the all-just and the eternal and 
temporal originator of law and justice. The relation of the religiooft' 
union to the unions of art and science is also one of entire 
ment, of perfect harmony in the interaction of independent powei 
For without science and without art, religion, and partici 
social rehgion, cannot attain great success, cannot become develi 
or complete. It is through art and science that the life of religii 
reveals and forms itself in society, and receives always a more 
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found and beautiful expression. And on the other side the true 
perfection of science and art is not possible without social godliness. 
The higher religious cultivation rises, the richer will be the illumi- 
nation of science and art ; and the more profound and rich the 
development of science and art, the more wonderful, the more god- 
like an appearance will rehgion have, both the religion of the 
individual and the manifestation of religion in society. Thus science 
and art and religion are meant for each other from the first, they are 
united in league and friendship, and mutually supplement each 
other. 

Thus does Krause sketch out for us an ideal of church, state, and 
science in absolute harmony. Its only fault is that it is merely 
an ideal, far removed from reality. If we ask how the ideal is to 
get itself realised, Krause like Hegel points to history as the way 
on which mankind approximates step by step, little by little, to its 
ideal destiny in the various spheres of hfe. We are also reminded 
of Hegel by the trinity of the " Principal ages of life," through 
which, according to Krause, the development of humanity accom- 
plifihes itself, and which answer to the categories of " positing, anti- 
positing and uni-positing." (Thesis, antithesis and synthesis.) 

In the first age, which Krause also characterises as the " age of 
germ-life," mankind is atili, he thinks, in undivided unity, with God 
as First-being, and with reason and nature and the higher reason- 
able beings of the universe, and is led, protected, and educated by 
these higher powers. We cannot, Krause admits, now attain to 
any scientific certainty about this primitive state, yet from certain 
traces and relics we may construct a conjectural picture of it. This 
is certainly the case ; only that the picture of human beginuinga to 
which the science of the present day points us, will be less of an 
ideal than tlie golden age of Paradise that Krause thinks of. In 
this particular Hegel's sober historical insight helped him to a 
truer view. The second age, " the age of growth," is that of the 
opposition of the self to the original unity, of the advance of the 
independent and free cultivation of humanity, which unfolds itself, 
it is true, according to the law of the divine order, but is no longer 
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aware of God with a consciousness and free inclination turned 
towards him, but concentrates its whole interest on the knowledge 
and the formation of nature and of human society. This great age 
of humanity falls into three parte again, according to the analcgj 
of universal history. 

In tiie first period, the age of the division of the peoples and &e 
formation of languages, the pure original knowledge of G!od dis- 
appears and withdraws itself into secret societies, priestly castes fuxl 
schools of philosophers, while polytheism appears among the people, 
and takes world-beings which merely are like God, and point la 
God, for the divine itself- In the second period the vanished ides 
of God as First-being, as cause and Lord of the world, appears again. 
first in the minds of individuals and then spreading out from 
these in the consciousness of the peoples too. Instead of an eao 
private doctrine it cornea to be an exoteric popular doctrine, and 
now rules the whole of Hfe in such a way that yearning after unity 
with the supra-mundane God forms the basis of the character of 
this period. Along with the uniform subordination of all that is 
selfish under God as First-being men also begin to recognise each 
other as beings of equal rank with equal rights and claims ; an 
anticipation of the idea of humanity is developed out of the religions 
consciousness and begins to set limits to the selGsh war of claroea 
and peoples. Yet religion, and moral life along with it, labour 
under great defects during this period. The relation of the finite to 
God being still conceived as one of opposition, not of God-inwaid- 
ness and union of life with God, there springs up contempt for du 
world and for what is human, renunciation of social and suppression 
of sensuous hfe : natui'e is regarded as that which is contrary to 
God, and the knowledge and imitation of it in science and art. as 
well as the building up of society in law and civic institutions, aro 
thrust back and arranged without freedom under a onesided religions 
tendency. Religion itself, wanting in knowledge, becomes a belief 
in tradition and authority; rehgious inspiration, at first pure, is 
mixed with mucli delusion and fanaticism, which call for new 
divisions and hostile rehgious parties, and set up a despotic clero- 
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L-racy in place of the universal love of man. What specially helps 
to darken the purely religioua sentiments of this period is the old 
leaven of heathen polytheistic notions still at work in it, according 
to which the relation of God to mankind is represented as limited to 
one or several individuals, in whom God himself has appeared as man 
in his whole essence, or whom he has used as the exclusive organs 
for the declaration of his will. In such doctrines Krause sees the 
part-truth that divine revelation proceeds in its historical develop- 
ment from individual men and special circles of men ; hut the error 
of them consists in their representing God as united to men onlj/ 
through the mediation of individuals, while evert/ human spirit is 
itself eternally present hefore God and in God, and hence is called, 
according to the divine plan of salvation, to he immediateli/ united 
with God in its knowing and feeling. The common ground of error 
in these representations Krause states to be defective insight into the 
relation of God to the world, God being regarded onli/ as the extra- 
and supra-mundane First-being, and the being in God of the finite 
disregarded. From this defective knowledge of God there also arises 
a pollution of the motives of conduct by the idea of the rewards of 
heaven and the punishment of hell, the latter capable of being 
averted by the penance of the man himself or of another for him- — a 
view which not only degrades morality to a servOe compulsion and 
seeking for rewards, but serves furthermore to enchain the peoples 
under the despotic tutelage of the statutory religious union. For 
aU this, however, Krause is far from denying the pedagogic value 
of this imperfect stage of religion, but recognises in it an arousing 
and salutary means of education for the nations still in their 
pupilage. 

The second period just described Krause finds proceeding in 
parallel developments in various peoples and groups of peoples. For 
the peoples of Western Asia and of Europe it began in Mosaism, but 
it only received its completed basis and its independent development 
in Jesus, whose doctrine, so far as we can recognise it in the 
materials which have reached us, is just that above described; the 
doctrine of one God, Creator and Ruler of the world, who is life 
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and love ; the doctrine that man is called to make himself, by ha^ 
god-like life, worthy of the union of his life with God, but with 
also the idea of reward and punishment, a constant reference 
heaven and hell, and the beginnings of the opposition to the world, 
in so far as it is not yet god-like. From these beginnings of 
Christian doctrine there was developed for the peoples named 
above, in the period which is fitly called the " Middle Ages," a 
statutory, despotic, hierarchical, clerocratic system, in which all the 
above characteristics of the second period may be traced. But the 
same phenomena are also to he seen in the religions of the Persians, 
Indians, Tibetans, and Mohammedans. 

The third period of the second age of the world's life was 
inaugurated in Europe by the Renaissance and the Reformation, the 
latter of which finds its parallels in the reformed Buddhism of thu 
Sikhs and the reformed Islam of the Wahabees. The distinguish- 
ing feature of this period (the present age) is the effort to unite 
the onesided elements of the two former periods, and to combine 
the independence of the individual members with the uniform sub- 
jection of all under God's rule and providence in the synthesis of a 
combining whole, and to establish a fit proportion between the parts 
and the whole. Hence, first of all, the battle for the rights of the 
free moral personality against all authority based merely ou tradi- 
tion and against every power which takes away men's freedom and 
responsibility in the sacred affairs of religion and the state. But as 
even now there is no adequate insight into the organic relation of the 
structure of the essence to God and into the law of the historical 
development of life, on one side the striving after freedom goes astray, 
wanders into a revolutionary refusal to acknowledge the right (rf 
what is historically subsisting, and on the other side the tendeni^ 
to conservation errs in refusing to acknowledge the right of 
ideas to historical realisation ; and thus one-sided idealistic libei 
ism and onesided realistic conservatism or historicism confront 
other as hostile parties in state, society, church, and science, 
conflict can never be atoned at the standpoint of the second 
the world's life, where the abstract separation and opposition of 



general and the particular obtains, because each of these two, sup- 
posed to be in conflict, is both right and wrong. The antitheaia can 
only be solved when the conflicting parties unite in the higher idea 
of the third age of the world's life, each maintaining the truth that 
I it, and casting off the error in the higher insight both alike 
have attained. The struggles of the religions, political, social, and 
m Bcientiflc parties, which fill the history of modem times from their 
V beginning till now, are the inevitable growing pains and sicknesses 
of humanity in its transition from the period of youth to the 
maturity of manhood. 

The third chief age, or the age of vialitriti/,'KTa.nse considers to 
have come as yet only as an idea in the minds of individuals ; it 
irill not arrive for mankind in general till centuries have passed. 
Its character is complete inner harmony, or the moulding of all 
particular elements into unity with each other and with the whole, 
Irath theoretically in the system of science, and practically in the 
system of society. This age of the accomplishment of the vocation 
of man will have for its leading perception, as its fundamental idea, the 
Jiiil knowledge of Qod, or the contemplation of being as the one, self, 
whole, infinite and unconditioned being, which is of itself and con- 
tains the structure of the fundamental essences, which is in itself and 
contains the structure of all finite beings and essences, which in its one 
life (as Or-being) comprehends, as subordinate parts of its oi^anism, 
the life of reason, of nature and of humanity, and which as First 
being is incorporate with reason, nature, and humanity ; so that now 
at last all the earlier anticipations of religion are completed and 
united in the full contemplation of the relation of God to the world. 
Thus man reaches the one religion whicli both is truly universal, 
and defines itself particularly in a life of its own, he reaches the 
fall-essential God-inwardneas and God-unitedness. In the matured 
science of God and man, the idea of the kingdom of God, formerly 
Dndefined and undeveloped and chiefly anticipatory, which was a 
leading and pervading idea of the Middle Ages and of modern times, 
becomes scientifically clear and distinct, and assumes a well-articu- 
lated form. " Then it becomes plain, that God-intimate, God- 
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united liumanity is a single member of tlie whole dwelling-place 
heaven (the earth), a single citizen of the oue infinite kingdoi 
God ; and that in this kingdom every individual man is 
imperishable inner member, destined and fit to be imm( 
united in his life with God-as-First-being. And as ifc is wont to 
the case, that when the light of new divine knowledge is poi 
into man to warm him and shine before him on the way of life, 
full-essential feeling which spreads all through the heart, the 
position, the will, the act, each in its turn, follows the perception: 
so in the new pure light of knowledge formed in the contemplation 
of being there are formed perfect love and depth of heart, a pure and 
deep sense for what is essentially akin, what is purely divine in life] 
and then also arises courage and boldness for the deed that 
has meditated." Krause's system closes with this prophetic 
towards a union of humanity, based on pure and complete 
ledge of God, and manifesting itself in pure and universal brothi 
love, a union which is even one day to form relations with the spi 
worlds of other spheres. The system is a fair monument of a spirit 
that was distinguished alike by rare nobility of heart and disposition, 
and by uncommon profundity and force in speculative thinking. 

As for the merits of his philosophy of religion specially, we shall 
be prepared to approve heartily of his notion of religion ; but we 
shall scarcely be satisfied with his view of the history of religion and 
of historical Christianity. Krause failed to do justice to the original 
and universal significance of Christianity as the religion of redemp- 
tion as contrasted with the religion of law, of Judaism and Moham- 
medanism : this was due to his optimist view of sin. In this 
respect it forms the opposite extreme to the theosophy of Baader, 
which hinges upon Lucifer and Christ, the fall, and the con'uptioii 
of the world. Half-way between this pessimism and the optimism 
of Eiause stands the philosophy of religion of Hegel, who sees in. 
Christianity the reconcihation of mankind separated from God, and 
therefore " the absolute religion." True, we must always ask what 
is understood by Christianity. Hegel considered his philosophy ol 
religion to be in substance quite identical with the Christiani^ ^ 
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the Church, and different from it only formally, in the mode of 
expression. Krause judges Christianity according to its empirical 
appearance. Each of these views of Christianity is open to grave 
objections. We see at this point, what might on careful examina- 
tion of the two systems be seen at many another, that Krause is 
strong where Hegel is weak, and weak where he is strong, so that 
the two thinkers are admirably calculated to correct and to supple- 
ment each other. 




CHAPTEK VI. 



GECIBG WlLUEUt FBIEDBICH HKGEL. 

ScHLagRMACHER's pbUosophy of religion was occupied with tb 
tubjtet of leligion, so much so, that the obJKt faded away, and 
only known as the Bonrce of the feeling of dependence. To Scl 
on the contrary, the object of religion was everything ; with 
even the sabjective processes of consciooBnesa were transformed inta 
tbeogonic processes. With Fichte the moral sabject at first tbrnsl 
aside the religious object, while in his later period it in time seemeii 
to be abont to be swallowed up in mystic God-miity. With Kant, 
finally, the object generally and the religious object in particular bad 
only a problematical reality by the grace of the categorical impen- 
tive. With these thinkers we see that the relation of subject and 
object in religion, the very hinge of the religio-philosophical problem, 
had not yet come to be clearly fixed. This first took place in tlial 
philosopliy which did away with that antithesis of subjective and 
objective idealism, which being grasped on one side only or in a 
wavering fashion by previous thinkers had led to those defective 
views of the religious relation, did away with that antithesis by 
setting up the higher unity of absolute idealism, in which trutli 
resides exclusively neither in the subject nor in the object, but in tlie 
relation and movement subsisting between the two, both sides bei 
both afBrtued as equally valid moments and at the same time 
duced to merely relative moments of the one absolute exiatenca 
mind. With this problem Hegel dealt more definitely than Si 
ling and Krause, and also with greater success. In original geniu 
be was perhaps scarcely equal to Schelling, his Swabian fellow- 
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countryman, and in early life liis friend, but he was far superior to 
him in the stability, thoroughness, acuteness, and discipline, of his 
thinking. He forms the close of a period of the history of the philo- 
sophy of religion, he stands at the highest point it had yet gained ; 
though it does not terminate with him, because, as he himself says, 
it can never terminate. 

For it is the most salient feature of this philosophy that the ab- 1 
solute is not in it a fixed and constant being, but an eternal Hfe that \ 
perpetually reproduces itself, always becoming what it ia, always ', 
already what it is to be, mauifesting its essence only in the eternal I 
process of the development of nature and of history. The idea of 
development played a most important part in the system of Leibniz, 
but with him it was only the individual souls that developed them- 
selves, and the development consisted in nothing more than the 
linner process of thought in each of them, so that the connection of 
the whole of them together had to be accomplished by an outward 
hond of harmony. Herder extended the idea of development to ■ 
nature and history as well, but without pointing out in a methodi- 1 
cal way the law of its advance. Fichte constructed from the acts of 
reflection of the Ego, which advance by thesis, antithesis, and syn- 
thesis, a development of consciousness, and therefore of the world 
too, since the world was to him merely a product of consciousness. 
Hegel takes up this thought, but extends it from the subjective 
to the objective spirit, and seeks by the dialectic development of 
thought to construct the development of the world in nature and in 
history after the same plan, starting with Spinoza from the axiom 
that the order and connection of things ia one with the ideas. Thus 
the different threads combine in the philosophy of Hegel which come 
■from Spinoza and Leibniz, Herder, Fichte, and Schelling. But 
artistically as Hegel weaves them together, imposing as is his at- 
tempt to cause the whole contents of the cosmos to rise out of the 
dialectic of the notion as out of nothing ; yet this ideal genetic or 
dialectic method is in truth the weakness of the system and the 
cause of its failure. That he apprehends the world as development, 
in which reason is the ground, law, and object of all becoming, this 
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i Hegel's strength : his weakness is that he apprehends this devdl^ 

paent only as an ideal, logical one, which accordingly is to be Ind 

Pup by pure notional dialectic. 

In the sphere of the philosophy of religion, as well as elsewheni 
this may be seen to be the case. It has contributed greatly to ^ 
understanding both of the psychological and of the historical plw 
\ uomena of religion that Hegel taught us to regard the religious tdl- 
' tion as a process within the mind, developing itself from lower 1i 
higher stt^es and forms according to immanent laws, laws which u 
essentially the same in the macrocosm of humanity as in the n 
cosm of the individual. He thus provided the key for the t 
standing of the history of religion. The different religions appear a 
this showing not as works of chance, of arbitrary invention or in* 
tional error, nor yet as produced by the unexplained feeling an 
taste of individual virtuosi, who attract kindred souls and coDa 
them round themselves. They are rather the various stages in ti 
process of the development of the religious mind ; they are relating 
rational inasmuch as iu each of them some particular side of n 
truth is specially if one-sidedly set forth, till in the absolute or ti 
Christian religion the mind comes to itself and becomes aware o 
freedom in God. In this way the whole history of religion, b 
pre-Christian and Christian, is taken as the process of becomi 
which reason a priori underlies, and through which it realises its^ 
and the old dilemma of unhistorical rational religion, and irration^ 
historical religion, at which the Illumination laboured so long and n 
much in vain, is recognised as a false abstraction, making room for i 
rational historical religion and a historical rational reh'gion. Or IB 
other words the right of the religious self-consciousness to its owi 
thinking is reconciled with the historical religious community, reco^ 
nising at least a relative truth in its doctrines and worship. To 
have set up this ideal problem of the science of religion, and to havB 
shown the possibility of its solution, this is the imperishable achieve- 
ment of Hegel, an achievement which deserves to be all the mon 
highly valued at a time when religious differences show everywhe* 
such a tendency to grow sharper and to cover a wider field. 
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Rut great as was Hegel's insight in discerning in every part of tlie 
religious process, in small and great alike, the development of reason, 
he yet made a great mistake in introducing into this field also a 
mere logical development, and theoretical processes of consciousness. 
He thus missed from the first the right point of view for the under- 
standing of the specifically religious element ; the fact was over- 
looked that religion springs from the heart, and not, like science, 
from the head. It inevitably followed that Hegel's theory of reli-, 
gion leant too much to the side of the intellect, as Schleiermacher's 
had leant too much to the side of feeling. The errors of both 
thinkers arose out of their character and mode of thought ; and were 
further confirmed by the opposition in which they were engaged 
i^ainst prevailing errors. As Schleiermacher's Herrnhutist senti- 
ment was repelled by the barren cleverness of the Illumination, ao 
the vagueness of Romanticist subjectivism and ffistheticism raised a 
feeling of opposition in Hegel's solid thinking, which always cared 
poly for the thing itself, for the kernel of the thing. All the 
Valae and dignity of religion, to which he was with his whole soul 
devoted, seemed to him to be in danger, if its whole significance 
should be placed in the subjective form of feeling, and the objective ', 

jnableness of its contents, its truth, overlooked. To this extent 
Hegel was undoubtedly right : his mistake was only that he paid 
too little heed to the distinction ao strongly insisted on by Spinoza 
between the theoretical truth of science and the practical truth of 
religion, or that he regarded both as merely the lower and the 
higher stt^s of a theoretical process of consciousness, and not as co- 
ordinate forms of the one human personality. The evil consequences 
of the mistake, however, appeared less plainly in himself than in his 
disciples. To his harmonious all-uniting nature truth was so muchf 
a matter of the heart, that he could conceive no knowing of it thatl 
did not seize, elevate, and purify the whole man. Thus in all his I 
contendings for what is true in religion there is a tone of conviction 
and devotion, a pathos of the lieart, which is all the deeper that it 
does not mirror itself in reflection about feeling, any more than it 
puts on the conceit of superiority and isolation. Heel's whole 
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Philosophy of Eeligion is the evidence of this, particuhirly the 
beautiful introduction with which he opened his lectures 
religion. ' 
y Religion he here shows is not the region of a feeling 
shyly shuts itself up against thought, but rather " the rej 
which all the riddles of the world are solved, all the contradi( 
of profounder thought Uluminated, all the paina of feeling 
rest ; the region of eternal truth, of eternal peace. In its di 
with religion the mind gets rid of all that is finite ; these d( 
bring it satisfaction and emancipation. Religion is a conscioi 
absolutely free, the consciousness of absolute truth, and so its 
consciousness. Taken as feeling, it is the enjoyment which 
blessedness ; as an activity, it does nothing but manifest the honour 
of God and show forth his glory. The peoples have always regarded 
this religious consciousness as their true honour, as the Sunday ol 
their Uvea : all anxiety, all care, this sandbank of the finite, floatt 
away in this ether, whether in the present feeling of devotion or is 
hope. In this region of the spirit ilow those waters of Lethe, of 
which Psyche drinks, in which she sinks all her pains, changes all 
the hardness and darkness of time into a dream, and transfigures 
them into the glory of the eternal."- A hymu to religion so deep in 
feeling and so great in conception, it would be difficult to find in 
any other philosopher. This of itself shows us how far Hegel wm 
from denying that religion embraces feeling as one of its elements, 
or that the inner activity of devotion belongs to it, the ascent in 
feeling to the eternal and the meeting with him iu worship. But 
equally a part of religion is in his view reason as a knowing 
faculty, the activity of understanding, of thought ; and hence reli- 

■ The following discuasion is tuLSod on the ForUaungm film- die PhilomphU im 
Religion (Lectures on the Philosophy of Keligioo) which were published 
Hegel's remains, with the aaaiatance uf the notes of some of hia atiideatB, by' 
Philip Marbeinelie. and form the elevHotb and twelfth volames of the 
edition of his works. I am not acc]^uaiuted with any tDooograjili on Hege 
Bophy of Religion ; the iisnal atiitementa of it are more caricatn 
accounts of it. On Hegel's life and philosophy Rosenkrantz and Hmym 
written, aa ia well known, from different points of view. 



gioii is not a mere subjective thing, but a thing possessing objective 
truth of universal validity — ia fact, it is the region of absolute truth, 
and hence it cornea that there can be a science of religion which^ 
works out the truth which religion contains in an undeveloped state. I 
There could be no science of religion were the assertion true tlat 
religion eonsista only in an immediate knowledge, and that there 
cannot be such a thing as a knowledge, an understanding, of God. 
ThiB immediate knowledge is only the undeveloped beginning : 
when it seeks to be considered as the whole, it becomes a false 
abstraction of the understanding, and has to he exposed by true 
philosophical knowledge as a mere abstraction, and one which ia 
onesided and untrue. The result of the abstract reflection of the 
understanding ia merely to know that God is, not what he is ; such 
reflection, therefore, in reality denies the idea of God, and thinks 
■Lis highest essence as dead and empty, not as comprehensible, not 
as concrete contents or aa spirit. To the philosophical notion, on 
the contrary, God is spirit ; and the essence of spirit is just to 
manifest itself, to be for the spirit, to be manifest, to be the object 
of knowledge. " God is truth. But in so far as man has still faith 
in the dignity of his spirit, so far aa he still haa the courage of 
truth, he is driven to seek the truth ; it is not a void, it is a con- 
crete, a fulnesa of contents ; this fulness modern theology oblite- 
fates, but it is our aim to recover it again by the notion." The 
problem is therefore to develop by thought the contents of divine 
truth which are given in religion immediate and undeveloped, to 
■unfold these contents, and to do so according to the necessity of the 
case, of the contents themselves, and not according to fortuitous 
opinions and suggestions. 

The right of " reasonable " or speculative thought is thus upheld 
against the subjectivist position of the philoaophy of feeling and 
understanding (often thus named together by Hegel). On the other 
Bide he defends the cause of philosophic thought about religion as 
against the positive doctrine of the church. These two cannot 
simply contradict each other, he judges, because there caunot be two 
reasons or spirits, one divine and the other human, completely 
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different from each other. " Hiunan reason, the consciousness o( ■ 
man's being, is reason generally, or the divine in man ; and (he ■ 
spirit in so far as it ia the spirit of God is not a spirit beyond the I 
stars, beyond this world : God is present, omnipresent as a spirit ii J 
alispirits. God is a living God, active and operative. EeligioailM 
a product of the divine spirit, not an invention of man. What il^M 
manifested itself as religion is a product of the divine spirit, H^H 
first shows itself as faith. To say that God governs the world ^V 
reaaon would be meaningless did we not assume that he hasto^VI 
with religion as with other things, and that the divine spirit plj ■ 
duced it in the peoples." Hegel is therefore convinced that in ^H 
positive religions, in the reason present in church doctrine, thoiB^H 
contained divine spirit, truth, and that it may therefore become A^| 
object of rational thought without having to dread destruction. fiV 
ia quite impossible for his solid thought, which always proceeds on 1 
the basis of the unity of the mind, to content itself with the weak I 
devices of timid spirits, which think that the way for faith and I 
thought to live at peace together is to ignore each other, to break off I 
mutual relations, avoid contact, and each follow its own path. " It I 
is vain to think that faith in the contents of religion can sorviwJ 
when once reason has become persuaded of the contrary : the choitiH 
has been consistent and right in not letting it be thought tlufl 
reason can be opposed to faith and yet subject to it. The hunun I 
mind is not so divided into compartments, so that two things whidi I 
contradict each other can dwell in it together." As for those theo- 
logians who despise philosophic thought on religious problems and , 
refuse to let theology be called a science save in so far as it is turned 
into the study of history (and philology), Hegel wittily remarks 
about them that they are Uke the clerks in a great ti-ading house 
who keep books and accounts only with regard to the property rf 
others, who only trade for others without having any capital of th^■ 
own. They receive a salary, it is true, but their office ia merely ifl 
serve and to register what belongs to other people. " History hss ifl 
do with truths which were truths, namely for others, not with sodH 
as are the property of those who deal with them. But in philtfl 



80phy and religion the gi'eat matter ia that the spirit itself receive 
contents, something of its own, and judge itself' worthy of the 
knowledge." Finally he deals with those who think that before 
proceeding to reasoned thought it ia necessary first to examine 
reason herself and fix her limits. " If we are not to begin lo 
philosopliise," he says, " till we have taken reasonable stock of reason, 
w ■■^. begin at all, for while we are engaged in knowing, we 

But this was just what we were not 



being ieason?Lj?.«£S'' * *,f^l 



■lyld not go into the water tU] be had 
le faculty without 
t, finite reason, to the 
divine cannot tliereift. "S ^ P S P Jk ^'"''H'y discussion on 

the theory of knowledge. -5" A^ y o '*•! subject of the 

philosophy of religion itself, anr . fith when it comes 

up as it must necessarily do in its onv- in that philosophy. 

This living in the matter and drawing out of lu and from no external 
source is what makes the differeuce between science and " ideas 
about science," which are not thoughts, but "chance bubbles of 
thought," The Kantian criticism of the faculty of knowledge 
Hegel considers to be a phenomenon of the age the importance of 
which (for theology) liad been quite mistaken. 

Hegel divides the philosophy of religion as follows. In the first 
part of his discussion he develops the notion of religion : in the second 
he seta forth definite religion or the notion in its various historical 
manifestations, and in the third he demonstrates the unity of notion 
and manifestation in the absolute religion, namely Christianity. 

The ^wtion of religion Hegel defines as follows. It ia " the 
relation of the subject, the subjective consciousness, to God, who is 
spirit," or "the finite spirit's knowledge of its own essence as 
absolute spirit" In this there are two sides to be forthwith dis- 
tinguifihed, which have reference to each other and are inseparable 
from each other but by no means identical (as they ate generally 
taken to be) ; on the one side " the elevation of man to God, ] 
or the (subjective) consciousness which is conscious to itself of God, I 



86 PHILOSOPHY OF RELIOIOX. ■ 

; of spirit," and on the other side " the spirit which lealises itself ]fl 
consciousDess," or the absolute spirit knowing itaelf in the finibfl 
spirit. There are thus two factors which work together in religi(^B 
two moments, only the unity of which constitutes religion, a Bnlt-.l 
jlctive human element and an objective divine ; and only in Uh I 
coining together of the two which takes place in worship dooa 
religion realise itself as an entire divine -human consciousness. !Qfl 
first point from which according to Hegel we must set out, isj{^^| 
generally, in its absolute being and its absolute unity, or God. The^ 
as a second we have to consider the standpoint of consciousness oi I 
the difference of the finite spirit from the absolute where the subject I 
finds itself in the relation of difference towards God, God appearing I 
as an object, as an outward ; in this way religion is the " represenfc | 
ing consciousness," and in this lies the difference of it from philo- J 
sophy, "in which spirit is conscious of him not in the waylW 
representation but in the way of thought." But while that whidfl 
is on the other side is still external to the representing couscionsiiea^l 
in the completed religious act, in aiHus, this externality resolves its^H 
into an inner unity. " The third point is the removal of this an^B 
thesis, this separation, this distance of the subject from God, the bring- ^ 
ing about that man feels and knows God in himself, lifts himself « ■ 
this subject to God, gives himself the certainty, the enjoyment, tie 
)piness of having God in his heart, of being united to God. This 
I is worship. Worship is not merely a relation, a knowing ; it is 8 
I doing, an act, it is giving ourselves the assurance that man is ac- 
f cepted by God and taken into his grace. The simple form of caUm. 
the iimer cultiis, is meditation, a mystic thing, unio mystica." Aiut_ 
hence, because in euliits man reassures himself of his own t 
being as spirit in union with God, the far-reaching inQuence of r 
gion on the world's life issues from this point. " For the manner v^ 
which the subject defines its ends in mundane affairs c 
the substantial consciousness it has of its own trutli. As the i 
of the nations is, so must also their morals and their constitution b 
The tendency of morals and constitution is impressed on them by d 
view the people has taken of the freedom of its spirit, whether it h 



taken a limited view of tliat freedom, or has attained the true con- 
Bciousnesa of freedom " (namely, in its rehgion). 

The development of the notion of religion begins accordingly with 
God aa the first moment of it. To the religions consciousness it is 
well known what God is ; but this well-known idea is not known 
scientifically until its contents are developed. Here, as a still un- 
developed beginning from which thought has to set out, God is no 
more than mere universality, in which there is no limit, nothing 
finite, nothiug particular, which in reference to development is that 
which is shut into itself, in absolute unity with itself. What can 
tere be predicated of it is absolute existence and only existence, and 
that everything existing has its root and its existence only in this 
Thus God is the absolute siihstance, the only true reality. If 
this thought were held abstractly, this would be Spinoziam, for in 
substance subjectivity, the ideahty of the spirit, is not yet given. 
Hence there can be no standing still at this first statement of uni- 
versality, which as the simple always comes up first into conscious- 
ness : the substance must become subject. But even in making this 
6tep the initial contents still remain the fixed foundation to proceed 
upon ; in the whole of the rest of the development God never steps 
out of his unity with himself, he is not a mere ground out of which 
the differences grow, all differences remain included in this universal. 
But as little is he an inert abstract universal (the " resting unity " of 
Schleiermacher), he is the " absolute womb, the infinite spring, from 
which all proceeds, to which all returns and is eternally contained in 
it. In this way pantheism or the representation of God as abstract 
identity (substance) is transcended on its own lines, inasmuch as 
God is here not mere substance, but also determined in himself as 
BUbJect, as the spiritual activity of positing differences (judging) and 
removing them (concluding), in abort as spirit. " Spirit is absolute 
manifesting ; this is positing, being for other. God's manifesting 
means his creating another, the subjective spirit, for which he is." 
The being of God accordingly does not consist in seclusion, in an 
tmdefinable and unknowable universality, but just in revealing him- 
self, as spirit and for spirit. Tliis even Aristotle and Plato knew. 
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I when they said that God was not jealous so that he should not com- 
mimicate himself. But the Cliristian religion, as the revealed reli- 
gion in the highest sense, has this and nothing else for its essentuJ 
doctrine, that God is revealed to men, that they know what God k 

I What was thus given in the Christian religion from the beginning ii 

I the way of religious consciousness, is iu phUosophy the " result ' 
thinking. Only this is not to be misunderstood as if God we 
represented as a mere result. The i-esult of thinking ceases to be t 
mere resultant because it is the absolute truth, and is " as much ti 
firet as the last ;" but certainly it is not merely the beginning, bol 

I also the end, the result, inasmuch as it results from itself. This vi 

I nothing else ia the notion of spirit. 

From the being of God as spirit there follows accordingiy d 
necessity his becoming manifest for man, or the fact of religioa Bll 
how — this is the next questiou^does man become conscious of Uiil 
revelation of God ? In what fonn of the subjective consciousncd 
does rehgion, this relation of spirit to spirit, realise itself in hinl 
Spirit as finite is related first to nature as an outward, and is hereit 
not free ; but as it is free, notwithstanding, in its essence, this unfrea 
natural relation is in contradiction to its true and higher nature • 
spirit ; hence it retreats from this contradiction of itself into il 
ground, its true being. "It is just this, to emancipate itself fo 
the vain, and to lift itself up to itself, to itself as it truly ia ; t 
this elevation ia the emergence of religion. This process which i 
demonstrated in its necessity has for its final result, religi 
freedom of the spirit in its true being. The true consciousness i 
only that of the spirit in its freedom. In this necessary ] 
the proof that religion is true." Here we have, compendioiul 
stated, the fundamental thought of the Hegelian philosophy of re] 
gion ; it proves religion to be true by recognising in it the process fti 
the form of consciousness by which the spirit lifts itself up from il 
natural restriction to the true I'reedom in God which its ( 
requires. We see, too, how intimately this fundamental thou^t ( 
the Hegelian philosophy of religion ia connected with the later po 
tion of Fichte ; while it is related to the " feeling of absolute li 



pendenoe " of ScMeiermacher, if not as a contrary which excludes it, 
yet as a truth uudeniably much higher and richer. 

This process of the elevation of the spirit above ■ ts natural self- 
contradiction to its true and free essence, which is the subjective 
aide of religion, is now described by Hegel iQ three forms which at 
the same time are related to each other as rising steps in the de- 
velopment of the consciousness of spirit. They are feeling, idea, and 
thought. 

In his discussion ol feeling, Hegel attacks in a thoroughgoing way 
the feeling- theory of the i'aith-philoaophers and of Schleiermachei'. 
The aptness and truth of this attack ought not to be ignored even 
though (as is certainly the case) it is in some respects onesided and 
distorted. The statements that God is given to us in feeling, or that 
we possess immediate knowledge of God, are, according to Hegel, 
quite right and by no means to be questioned ; but at the same time 
they are quite trivial, so much so, that a science of religion which 
limited itself to them would have no good claim to exist. The great 
mistake of this standpoint hes not in what it says, but in its having 
no more to say ; its desiring that no more should be said than these 
self-evident statements, its representing immediate knowledge as the 
only religious knowledge. A theology based on such a limitation is 
" as much contrary to revealed religion as to rational knowledge." 
Feeling is, according to Hegel, the immediate form, in which any 
matter is posited in consciousness as ours, its quality as our own. 
But this form can, as experience teaches, have the most varied, the 
most contradictory, contents ; it may contain what is meanest as 
well as what ia highest, what is most true as well as what most 
trivial. " That anything ia in our feeling, proves nothing good about 
the thing itself ; God, if he is in feeling, has no advantage over what 
is worst. The most royal flower blooms there side by side with the 
most mischievous weed. Nor ia the question whether a thing exists 
to he settled by the fact of its being present in feeling : imaginations 
are there which never yet existed and never wiU. Those who appeal 
to their feelings when their arguments are exhausted cannot be 
reasoned with any further, Hegel says ; " for a man's appeal ta V-a 
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own feeling breaks off communication between liim and others. On 
the ground of thought, of the notion, on the contrary, we are on the 
ground of the universal, of what is reasonable ; there we have before 
ua the nature of the fact, as to which we may arrive at some under- 
standing : we bow to the fact, it is the element that is common to 
alL When we pass awaj; to feeling we haxe the fact : we withi 
into the sphere of our own fortuitous state, and just look how 
thing appears there. Up to this point we can agree with 
but he errs by excess when he goes on to characterise feeling 
what man has in common with the brutes, as the animal, 
form. He obviously confounds spiritual feeling, which alone is i 
question here, with physical sensation, which is an entirely diffe 
matter. 

But cannot the true and the good be in feeling too ? This 
is far from seeking to deny ; in fact he expressly says, " it is 
that all true contents be in feeling, in the heart : " because only n 
can it be truly ours, our personal property. Religion must certainl 
be brought into the lieart, if the man is to be formed religiously 
the heart, the feehng, must be purified and cultivated by the recqa 
tion of the true spiritual contents ; thus only does it come to 
true, higher, good feehng. Here he makes the striking remark tl 
" having God in the heart " means more than only having a feeling 
of God ; for while feeling is but momenfcaneous, fortuitous, fugitive, 
the use of the word " heart " points to such a feeling as is a ^&- 
manent, persistent, mode of our existence, to that which we are no* 
only at the moment but always, our character, our principles^ out 
habits, our fixed methods of action. 

The heart, accordingly, or the habitual mode of feeling and will- 
ing, is the fixed form in which the truth becomes a permatunt 
possession of the individual, and a fruitful motive. On the otl 
side however it is said that the heart is the spring, i.e. the first mi 
in which such a content appears in the subject ; as the seed is 
first mode of existence of the plant, so feeling is the first mode 
which the spiritual content appears still wrapped up, which is 
wards to be developed. Taking the two statements together 



should expect to find the result to be that feeling is both beginning 
and end, both point of departure, goal and point of rest of the 
religious consciousness, between which two ends the theoretical and 
practical activity of the ideas and of (inner) worship were the con- 
necting bond. And this woidd really be the truth of the matter. 
But this right view is distorted by Hegel in a fatal way ; in his 
further discussion he simply leaves out of account the permanent 
and necessary significance of feeling in religion, which as we have 
Been he had so happily described, and makes it appear as if feeling 
were only the first form of consciousness of religion, a form still 
imperfect, and therefore needing to be transcended, and resolved into 
and thought. He is here led astray by the error in method 
wliich permeates his metaphysic (and which it is true he derived 
from Fichte), the error of passing from one form into another as the 
higher, of setting up a negative relation of disappearance, of the 
reaoliition of one thing into another, where there is in truth a purely 
positive relation of co-exiatence and interaction of several equally 
essential forms of mind. This appears very distinctly even in the 
ner in which the transition is prepared from feeling to idea, 
feeling being here considered as a positively reprehensible attitude of 
mind. " The reason why feeling is so much in favour is that in it 
man has before him what is particular to himself. He who lives in a 
jpnatter, in the sciences, in practical life, forgets himself in it, has tio 
feeling about it, for feeling is a reminiscence of himself. He, with 
vhat is peculiar to him, is in this case a minimum. Vanity, on the 
contrary, and self-complacency, which loves nothing better than self, 
and lays hold of nothing more eagerly, and seeks to remain in the 
■enjoyment of itself, appeals to its own feeling, and so never comes 
to objective thought and action." This is manifestly the opposite 
extreme to the feeling-theory, and equally mistaken. This deprecia- 
tion of feeling as empty self-enjoyment reminds us of the similar 
transition from morality to conduct in Hegel's philosophy of Eight, 
where the former, which is said to reside in the conscience of the 
subject, is depreciated by the representation of the conscience as the 
abstract subjectivity which is always on the point of going, attai 
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evil, But the resolution of feeling into higher forms of oonacii 
ness evidently conflicts with Hegel's own very pertinent observati 
that truth to be quite our own must be taken up into feeling, in 
the heart, as well as with his view of cjiWits as the mystic act 
religion. We must therefore conclude that what here as in ott 

, cases prevents his correct fundamental thoughts from exercisii 
their proper influence, what introduces into hia philosophy 
religion an error of far-reaching scope and consequences, is 1 
mistaken principle of his method. 

The form of consciousness next above this is, as we have 86 
the idea, or inner view, in which consciousness has before it as 
object that content with which it was immediately one in feelil 

, In religion truth is in the form of J4ga, that is what distinguishes 
from philosophy, which strips off this form and changes it into Ull 
of the _noJiiai. The idea has sensuous forms which are borrow 
from direct vision, but in which a spiritual content, a higher 
ing, is expressed. It is truth in a sensuous dress or in a senae-inu 
(parable). Of this nature is the whole of the sacred history; t 
matter of it is divine, but it appeai-s in the sensuous form of evai 
taking place one after another in time and beside one another 
space ; as when the relation of God to the world is set forth in t 
story of God's creating the world, or when the nature of God is i 
forth in a number of qualities which are external to each other ao! 
fortuitous (attributes). This is always the way in which things lit 
set forth in religion : a spiritual content, a unity which contftinsi 
multiplicity of determinations, is either taken as a simple 
without its determinations (abstractly), or its determinations Effi 
taken isolated and made external to each other, without the unity d 
thought which held them together. In the first case we nefet 
arrive at a nearer acquaintance with the content, in the second tiu 
content is set forth in its characteristics, but in such a way that s 
thing inwardly connected and only true in its unity now faOs 
asunder into a collection of onesided, and in their onesidedness con- 
tradictory qualities {e.g. Man is free : man is also dependent). And 
we have also to remember that the idea does not embrace tie 



necessity of its content, but simply accepts it as a thing given, as a 
positive, or accidental, fact. 

In all these respects it is thought that makes goocl the defect of 
the idea, _ On the one hand, it breaks up the abstract ainipUcity in 
which the content appears in the idea, into the multiplicity of inner 
determinations, develops it, sets it in motion, separates what is separ- 
fible. In the next place, it gives the isolated determinations of the 
idea reference to each other, and in this way brings home to the mind 
the opposition between them (thus the contradiction first appears 
■with thought, but by no means as if thought had produced it, as the 
feeling- philosophers contend ; thought only brings it to the light). 
Thouglit exercises reflection and judgment, where the idea is content 
with seeing. And finally thought lays hold on the various isolated 
determinations of the idea, which as such were accidental and contra- 
dictory, and embraces them in the inner unity of the conception as 
its various moments or sides ; it comprehends the opposite in its 
unity, the accidental in its necessity. Thus thought lifts up the i 
content of immediate knowledge to mediate knowledge, which is 
aware of its grounds, unfolded into its determinations, or developed, 
Nothing else than this is what is meant by the so-called proofs of 
the existence of God, which presuppose the immediate consciousness 
of God, but ate by no means rendered superfluous by that presup- 
position, inasmuch as they are nothing but a demonstration of the 
process of reason in its elevation from the finite to the thought of 
God. 

Here Hegel bestows special consideration on the relation of re- 
flecting to tmiy reasonable or speculative thought. "Reflection is 
the activity of setting up the opposites and passing from one to the 
other, without, however, bringing about their connection and thorough 
inward unity." Hence mere reflecting is not suitable for religion. 
It fixes the intellectual antithesis of finite and infinite as entirely 
exclusive and admitting of no bridge. In this way, too, the infinite 
on the other side, which excludes the finite, becomes itself a limited, 
& finite thing ; and on the other band the Ego reflecting on its finite- 
ueBS already transcends it, and in its very reflecting is aware that it is 
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setting the limit to itself, so that the finite appears as the infinite 
again, aa the alone essential, by which the infinite on the other side 
la set up as a mere reflection of itself. Thus the antitheses of refla- 
tion pass into each other, and the humility of the finite E^o passe 
into the arrogance of godless self-deification. But religion requires 
that a station be found at which the i^o may both be denied in iti 
particular subjectivity, and maintained in its essential freedom in 
truly infinite. For religion is itself this transaction, this presemi 
the true self in God by giving up the finite, selfish Ego. Hence 
essence of religion can only be fully comprehended in a thoo^ 
which passing beyond the antithesis of reflection knows the unity ( 
both in the true infinite. Here accordingly the finite is a momeotj 
the divine life, the infinite is this movement in itself; to make it* 
finite and lift up the finite into itself again. In the Ego, wW( 
makes an end of itself as finite in religious consciousness, God retiUI 
to himself ; hence religion is not only our knowledge of God, hut I 
the same time " the divine spirit's knowledge of itself by meuiE i 
the finite spirit, the self-consciousness of the absolute spirit," whit 
makes an end of its self-differentiation as finite consciousneas, u 
restores it to unity again by going out beyond finiteness in religio 
Here God the absolute Spirit might appear to be no more than tl 
result attained by the finite spirit ; but Hegel remarks with em' 
that this is only the consequence of the fact that our contempl 
starts from the finite spirit, while the result spoken of has this in' 
essentially, that it does away with itself as a (mere result) and ia tl 
absolutely First For while that which was first in the process 
our contemplation, the finite world, both nature and the finite spit 
is itself lowered in the result from the immediate to the posited, tB 
a mere means for the absolute spirit, at the same time the absolute 
spirit which is conscious of itself is known as the truly First, the 
positing, and the finite world as that which is posited by it and is 
destined to betake itself to it again. He expresses this idea of God 
, with great clearness, thus : " God is the unity of tlie natural and the 
spiritual, but the spirit is Lord of nattire, so that the two do not 
possess equal rank in this unity. It is in this way. The unity is 



the spirit, uot any third in which the two are neutralised : the in- 
difference of the two is itself the spirit It is firstly one side and 
secondly that which goes past the other side and ia thus the unity 
of both." This shows very clearly the difference of Hegel's idea of 
God from that of Schelling's system of identity, and fram that of 
Schleiennacher's dialectic. With these thinkers God ia merely the 
indifference, i.e. negation of the antithesis of spirit and nature, the 
excluding empty unity, hence neither a positive creative principle nor 
B truly spiritual one. Here, on the contrary, he is the positive unity 
irhich includes the antithesis in itself in such a way as to be the 
luling power ahove it, and in positing it to extend beyond it. He 
is therefore the absolute spiritual principle, which is not related in 
the same way to both members of the antithesis, but posits in the 
one (nature) the means, and in the other (spirit) the end, in the 
rineans the other than himself, but in the end, himself. 

The foregoing sketch, which is given in Hegel's own words, seems 
clearly to show that the common view (which came into vogue 
through Strauss and Feuerbach) is mistaken in understanding Hegel 
in such a sense as makes God spirit only in the finite spirit, while 
in himself be is not spirit but a merely physical principle, Hegel, 
it is true, often appears to suggest some such view, and it might be 
deduced from the perverted principle of his dialectical method, accord- 
ing to which the movement of our thought, to which spirit is the last 
that knowledge arrives at, is to be regarded as the real movement of 
the absolute itself. That that, however, which comes out last at the 
standpoint of our finite thought is not so in reality, but that, on the 
contrary, the absolute spirit is the first and the ground which posits 
all else as the mere means of its own appearing : this is as clear as 
possible, and is repeatedly and clearly stated in the sentences we have 
quoted, as Hegel's own view. 

Another misimderstanding has to be noticed which is closely 
connected with the above, It is said that according to Hegel the 
J finite spirit as natural spirit is one with God or even the sole 
Deity. This interpretation (also brought into currency by Strauss 
and Feuerbach) is the worst possible distortion of Hegel's actual 
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teaching. Such a view would exalt pure naturalism to the throne ; b 
nothing could be further from this than Hegel's idealism, which n 
merely the consistent systematic carrying out of Fichte's high mm 
idealism. Spirit, so far as it is still determined as natural, is for th 
reason still a thing pertaining to nature, an existence actually uDspi 
ritual though meant and fitted for spirituality, and therefore the otii 
against God, which has still to be made one with God. To this a 
there is required the whole of the heavy labour of the world's \ 
and of every individual life, the work of moral cultivation, of n 
gious sacrifice and elevation, of intellectual self- collection and k 
ledge. All this is needed for the refining away from the undi 
Ego of the dross of naturalness and finitude, and the bringing to Q 
light of the true divine self. The words of Scripture, *' Whosoert 
will lose his life, the same shall keep it unto life eternal," 
theme of the Hegelian philosophy of religion as well as of that i 
Fichte, The whole section on cultus is a variation on that text, a 
this section is the kernel of Hegel's philosophy of religion. Hi 
religious depth forms an intimate and natural alliance with specn 
lative strength, and the conflict, elsewhere deemed insoluble, betwM 
feeling and thought, is shown to be not insuperable, if only both g 
deep enough.^ Hegel truly says that there can be no material diffi* 
ence, that there can only be a difference of form between true c 
plete religion and philosophy : the Christian cardinal doctrines of ti 
grace of God, justification, tlie holy spirit ot the Church, can only I 
really understood by an effort of speculative thought. 

Worship is first of all faith, the living means by which the 1 
draws near to its absolute object. It can come to man by outwi 
authority, hut this outward forms only the means, and mnst i 
away before there can be true faith. This latter " is the witness 
the spirit concerning the spirit, and this involves that no finite t 
tents can find a place in it ; the spirit only witnesses of the spii 
while finite things are recommended by external reason. The t 
ground of faith is the spirit, and the witness of the spirit is by i 

' Here compare ConataDtin Rijaaler's estimate of Hegel's Philosophy of 
Dai Deutsche Beich utid die Kirchliche Frage, pp. 272-33. 



very nature living." Faith may start from outward testimonies and 
aathentications such as miracles, but this is as yet a mere formal 
faith, and must be replaced by true faith. If this distinction is not 
drawn, men are required to believe things which they cannot believe , 
■when they have attained to a certain degree of cultivation, and what ' 
can only be of value as a means to true faith is demanded for its own .' 
rflake aa an essential article of belief Faith so demanded is faith in 
a thing which is accidental, and therefore cannot be the true faith 
for the true faith has no contents which are accidentah That acci- 
dental faith the Illumination has partly disposed of, and orthodoxy 
will no longer be able to uphold it. "Whether the guests at the 
marri^e at Cana got more wine or less is perfectly indifferent, and it 
is a purely accidental matter whether a certain man had hia hand 
healed : for millions of men have crippled and withered limbs which 
there is no one to cure for them, etc. The unspiritual is from its 
very nature not the contents of faith. If God speaks, that is spiritual : 
spirit is revealing itself to spirit." 

Now this true faith and its inner authentication by the divine 
Spirit, which bears witness of itself in it, and thereby awakens it, is 
the inner, and indeed the first, moment of worship. Worship is more 
precisely an (inner) act, the aim of which is God's being in man, the 
activity of " uniting myself with God in me, of knowing myself in God 
as the truth of me, and God in me, and to give myself the highest, the 
absolute enjoyment," in this unity. Now this act is a two-sided one ; 
it embraces God's doing, grace, and man's doing, self-sacrifice, self- 
surrender. Not that the two activities are external to each other, or 
stand over-agaiust or limit each other, so that the divine grace ex- 
cluded man's freedom and man were a mere passive material, a atone, 
to Giod's working : the aim, the divine, is to come to pass in me and 
through me ; my giving up myself is my action, my work, but at the 
same time that of God, who moves himself to man and obtains exist- 
ence in man by the removal of what is merely human. " What 
appears as my doing is then God's doing, and conversely." The good is 
here no longer an empty shell, an ideal, to he produced by me, brought 
by my subjective human power into a God-forsaken world ; on the 
VOL. II. O 
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contrary, it is itself " divine power, eternal truth," which realisa 
itaelf in me and through me, when in the sacrifice of self-renunciatOM 
I surrender myself to its working. This deeply religious thought ca^ 
tainly touches the centre, the heart of the Christian doctrine of sain- 
tion : and it Is at the same time the legitimate outcome of the notii 
of religion above described, and of this whole speculative system. 

The stages and forma of cidtus having been spoken of in tboi 
outward manifestation as well as doctrine, the part of Hegel'* 
philosophy of religion dealing with principles closes with a vay 
acute discussion on the influence of rehgion on social conditions ai 
on the constitutions of states. Hegel is of opinion that religion and 
the foundation of the state are, broadly speaking, the same, inasmnci 
as both grow out of the disposition, out of the fundamental viet 
man takes of his nature and destiny. Hence a want of freedom at 
religion will be followed by the absence of freedom in the state,! 
wrong notion of God will lead to bad laws and government W 
where the state bases its constitution on the principle of freedtm^ 
but religion does not recognise that principle, there great conflict! 
arise, as those between the modem state and the Catholic Church,— 
conflicts in which Hegel considers that the state must use 
against the adherents of the hostile religion and thrust them cnrt 
of the government, " Religion as church must then submit IB 
externals." He cannot indeed ignore that this is far from settliD| 
the great conflict, since the religious principle which is hostile to tl 
state may maintain its hold of the minds of the citizens. He al 
sees quite clearly that a mere separation of church and state is I 
from solving the difSculty between them. For the form in whi 
truth exists for the people and the ultimate principles of moralit 
possess validity for the people is always just the form of a prevailit 
Teligion; now if this religion is not in harmony •m.th the principle 
of freedom there always remains an unsolved difference, a relstio 
of hostility, a thing contrary to the notion of the state. In thi 
respect the Protestant states have a great advantage to start with 
they are agreed in principle with the religion, as Protestantisi 
:pressly insists on freedom, conscience, private conviction. 
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The second part of Hegel's philosophy of religion treats of 
"particular religion," i.e. religion in the various stages of its 
historical realisation before Christianity. These various positive 
religions are the appearance each of a particular moment of the 
notion, they are one-sided representations of the essence of religion 
not adequate to that essence, but on tliat very account the necessary 
stages through which the notion itself requires that religion should 
develop and realise itself. Hegel distinguishes, first immediate or 
nature-religion, which answers to the childhood of humanity, then 
that of mental individuality answering to the age of youth, of the 
emej^ence of mental freedom ; and in the latter again three forms : 
the religion of loftiness or Judaism, of beauty, or the Greek, of out- 
ward utility, or the Eoman, religion. Then comes the " absolute 
religion," in which the notion itself becomes phenomenon, Chris- 
tianity, the religion as it were of ripe manhood. The classification 
at once reminds us of Lessing's view of the history of religion as an 
education of the human race ; but on comparing his view with 
Hegel's philosophy of the history of rehgion we see that the latter is 
in several respects an advance and improvement on the former. For 
one thing, the idea of the immanent development of mind is here 
carried out consistently, aa was not the case with Lessing, who was 
hampered by a want of clearness as to the principle of revelation. 
Then Lessing's sphere of vision was much more contracted ; he fixed 
his attention almost exclusively on the religion of the Bible, and only 
touched on heathen religion occasionally when directly in contact 
with that o£ the Bible, wliile Hegel's philosophical view embraces 
the whole circle of the religions (so far as they were accessible to 
his age). And finally it cannot be denied that Lessing is still to a 
great extent entangled in the error of the unhistorical rationalism of 
the 18th century, which applied to individual historical forms the 
abstract pattern of the religion of reason, and merely asked how far 
they corresponded or failed to conespond to it ; while Hegel seeks 
to understand every religion from its own immanent principle as a 
factor in the development of the idea of religion, and stands, at 
least as far as his principle goes (how far the execution answers to 
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tlie principle is another question), on the grounJ of objective 
historical study. It is through him in fact that this mode of treat- 
ment of such questions has mainly come to prevail as it now every- 
where does. In this respect Hegel stands much nearer Herder thui 
Leasing, and I believe that the great progress we notice in HegeTs 
philosophy of religion beyond both Leasing and Kant could scarcelj 
be accounted for had not Herder's Ideas mi tlie Philosophy of 
Hislffn/ been written in the interval. Hegel has a more accumte 
eye than Herder for the proper starting-point and for the genenJ 
law of the development of religion. Herder has more insight ints 
the manifold natural conditions and factors of the religious CM- 
Bciousness (natural impressions, poetical ways of thinking, etc.). Wfl 
may properly bestow some attention on these two points : othef 
details of this part of Hegel's philosophy of religion we may pssi 
over, as the accounts he gives of the different religions were based 
on too uncertain and defective historical data. 

The section on the beginning of nature-religion, or the primitite 
condition of man in religious and moral respects, is, for its ingenuity 
and delicacy, a jewel of critical and speculative di-scusaion, Ths 
idea of man's first state in Paradise as one in every way excellent 
and of a perfection never since attained, of a golden age of blesaed-' 
ness and goodness and unclouded fellowship with God, etc., HegeL 
considers to involve the confusion of what is first in the notion wifli' 
what was first in reality, first to appear. The notion, the esseno^ 
the constitution of man is certainly to be spirit, to think and willu 
accordance with reason, to know nature and God ; but this idea a 
man is here set forth mythically (and this, by the way, is one of thff 
most striking examples of the " forth-setting " or idea, on the 
ground of religion) as a thing past, not as the inner part, the per- 
manent nature, the ground and impulse of development firom the 
first, but as a thing that actually existed, as man's external state at 
the beginning. But the notion is not a state, only the realisation of 
it makes states, and this realisation must be of quite a dififerent 
nature from that which appears in the mythic forth-setting, "Hie 
spirit, to be really .spirit, reasonable thinking and free willing. 
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must first withdraw itself from its absorption in nature, and fall out 
with nature, by this falling out to reach atonement, or the true 
self-conscious oneness. The immediate unity of the spirit with 
nature, on the contrary, is not a state of superior excellence ; on the 
contrary, it is a state unworthy of the spirit, a state of rudeness, of 
desire, of savagery ; the " innocence " of the natural man is baaed on ''i 
nothing but this animal insensibility, on the want of the moral j 
consciousness. The loss of this innocence, far from being an 
irremediable misfortune, was rather a divine necessity. " This is , 
the eternal history of man's freedom, that he issues forth from the 
insensibility which envelops him in his early years, to the light of 
consciousness, or more precisely that there comes to be for him good 
and eviL" It is true that this stepping out of insensibility and un- 
consciousness into the light of consciousness, of the moral law, of 
discipline and labour, appears in the first place as an evil ; but this 
is only one side of the matter ; the other side is, that in the evil 
there lies from the first the spring of healing ; truths which Hegel 
extracts in the most interesting way from the Bible legend of Paradise 
and the falL If the will for good is only the result of education 
and labour purifying from selfishness, if the knowledge of truth and 
of God is only the result of thought raising itself above the percep- 
tions of the senses and the abstractions of the understanding, then 
natural immediateness cannot be the true existence of religion, but 
must rather be " the lowest, the most untrue stage of it," These 
thoughts have by this time passed pretty generally into the mind of 
educated people, and the world has as usual forgotten the tree on 
which the fruit grew. 

But should we further ask by what psychological processes, by 
the force of what inner motives and outward enticements and occa- 
sions the religious development of mankind is to be conceived to 
have issued out of the primitive state, we must not expect a satis- 
factory answer to such a question from Hegel. Such a realistic 
historico- psychological mode of study was not in his way, his whole 
dialectic method pointed in a different direction. Instead of entering 
into auch a question, he surprises us with the " metaphorical notion," 
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aufficiently attended to, we should have thought, in the first part, 
In this notion, in the logical dialectic of its moments, we hear thst 
the historical process and advance of the religious consciousness d 
humanity finds its necessary and entirely fitting explanation. This, 
it is true, is only the natural outcome of the formal principle of this 
philosophy generally, according to which the logical formal relations 
and movements of our thought are at the same time the real rela- 
tions and movements (processes) of the actual. But few will ncir 
deny that this principle, by which he determines the method of lui: 
philosophy, is the weak side of it. It can no longer be thought » 
be the problem of the history of religion to construct the positivA: 
religions out of the dialectic of the notion of the absolute. For wa 
know that the factors which are at work in the life of the peoples and 
in the formation, development, and change of their religion, are too 
numerous, and each of them determined by too many influeneei 
■without and within, to admit of an adequate explanation being fonnl 
in the a priori schema of certain abstract categories for the multipli- 
city and the rich variety of the actual phenomena. Here therefoM, 
the idealism of Hegel has to be supplemented by a sober realism 
which builds on the foundation of historical facts. And yet W8 
ought not on the other side to forget, that no scientific, and specially 
no philosophical treatment of matters found in experience can havft 
in view any other end than this : to bring out and to draw into tl 
light of consciousness the ideas, the reason, the order, the 
which are present in the real, and are the inner power that moves 
"^ Both the merits and the defects of Hegel's philosophy of religion 
are found concentrated in his Speailative Vicio of Christianity, which 
is executed on a large scale, and forms the third part of his work. The' 
transition is characteristic with which he passes to Christianity botit 
in his philosophy of religion and in his philosophy of history. It 
IB the unhappiness of the age, the negation of the spirits of tha 
peoples and their beautiful and joyful ideal world by the fate emi 
bodied in Roman CEcsarism, it is this pain of mortified subjectlviti] 
out of which Christianity, the religion of atonement, came forUi. No* 
it is undouht^y true, that the unhappiness of the age prepared thi 



way for Christianity, and was in one view tlie conditio sine qtta nan 
of its spread and its victory ; but for all that, the negative condition 
is far from afibrding a positive explanation of Christianity. Hegel 
Bays not a word on the fact that Christianity issued out of Judaism 
and cannot be understood apart from the historical hope of Judaism. 
The actual historical genesis is here — and this is one of the moat 
signal instances of this false method — replaced by the dialectic of the 
notion ; as in the Logic becoming issues directly out of nothing, so here 
the religion of universal freedom issues directly out of the negation of 
the free self-conscionsness of the peoples, " In dealing with this reli- 
gion," Hegel says in the Introduction to this section,^ " we do not go 
to work historically according to the method of the mind which begins 
at the outside ; we set out from the notioit" But is it not implied in 
Hegel'a own particular premises that the notion is to be found just in 
the history in which it has its being, and should therefore be deduced 
from its own history ? And is not that mode of treatment an " out- 
side " one which does not derive the notion of a historicEil phenomenon 
from the history itself, but imports it from subjective thought ? With 
such questions before us, we should be inclined to say and justified in 
saying that the realistic turn of the post-hegelian reaction, the demand 
which justifies that reaction that thought should start from the fact, 
ia only the carrying out of the true principles of the system as against 
the false method of scholastic treatment to which Hegel perverted it. 
Christianity is characterised by Hegel as the " absolute " rehgion, 
in which the notion of rehgion is realised — i.e. made one with the 
appearance of it ; as the " revealed " religion, in which the revela- 
tion of spirit for spirit, which makes the essence of religion, has 
come to our consciousness, so that God is known as he who bears wit- 
ness to himself in our spirit as truth and love. Hence it is also the 
religion of "truth aud freedom," in which the spirit becomes aware 
of itself according to its true being, according to its oneness with 
Grod, and in this removal of the separation, this atonement, also 
arriveB at its true freedom. Hegel then adopts a division of his 
treatment of Christianity in which he iirst speaks of God in and for 
' RtUgionsphiloeophif, vol. ii, (WorkB, xH.) p. 1G6. ■■ 
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Iiimself, in the element of eternity, then of God in his self-dividig| 
and appearance in the element of time, of history, and finally of GdJ 
in his return from appearance to himself, in the process of atonemai 
as the spirit of the Church, which is the eternal in time. Th( 
three forms he then denominates, according to the terminology of t 
Church, as the kingdom of the Father, of the Son, and of the Spirit 

In the Christian doctrine of the Trinity he sees the thou^t 
lies at the root of his speculative idea of God. God is this liviii( 
activity of distinguishing himself from himself and returning t« 
self, this eternal process of setting up the difference and removiDgit 
The " Trinity " as numher is not what is thought of here ; 
show the absence of thought or of any notion to introduce this fonni 
number here. As little is " Person " thought of, a notion which won: 
have the effect of fixing the differences over-against each other whidi 
are posited in the living divine iinity not as fixed but as solved. In the 
same way the notions of father, son, and spirit are childish modes of re- 
presentation, images for the true thought that God is not the abstract 
One, the undifferentiated identity of reflection or the other-worldly 
omnipotence of the Jewish religion, but " the concrete unity of the 
distinguished," or " eternal love," for love is a distinguishing of two 
who are simply not distinguished for each other ; this " being by one^ 
self in another," this contemplating, feeling and knowing of the unity 
in the difference — this is love, and this and nothing else is the 
Christian idea of God. This being of God is not a mystery in the 
ordinary sense of the word : least of all in the Christian religion, the 
very place where God has revealed himself as this love entering into 
humanity and lifting humanity up to itself. This oneness in differ- 
ence is only a mystery for the sensuous mode of thought and for the 
reflection of the intellect, which everywhere regards differences as fiied, 
and is thus led to irreconcilable contradictions. But every liyii^ 
thing is this contradiction in itself, is a constant arising and removal 
of the contradiction ; " only dead intellect is selfsame and identical, 
but in the idea the contradiction is solved, and only the solation is 
the spiritual unity." This speculative interpretation of the Church's 
doctrine oif ^9.T[ijdty: is certainly one of the most interesting contri- 
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bations ever made to a well-worn subject, and goes to the root of tlie 
matter ; so far at least as a dogma wliich religious, historical, and 
philosophical forces have all helped to form, and of which they have 
made a very witch's tangle, can be unravelled by speculative forms. Por 
in fact what is the Church's Trinitarian doctrine of God, but a com- 
bination of the Hebrew God-consciousness with the Hellenic, of the 
transcendence of the one supra-mundane God with the immanence of 
the manifold divine in the world and in human life ? And Hegel's i 
idea of God, is it not a perfectly analogous combination of the Spinoza- 
Schellingian substance with the absolute subjectivity of Fichte ? the 
enlivening of the stiff uncommunicative unity, which abides beyond 
the conflict aa its hidden ground, by making it enter into the 
finite and by means of it enter into transaction with itself, and take up, 
as " unity in difference," its opposite into itself ? And does not this 
view agree completely with the apostolical word that of God and 
through him and to him are all things, a word in which the Church 
has ever recognised the root-thought of its doctrine of the Trinity ! 

This philosophy of Christianity reaches its highest point in its 
doctrine of the division and atonement of the spirit, which is one of 
the profoundest contributions ever made to this central idea of the 
religion of redemption. The difference lies in the very nature of God, 
but receives a definite existence as an independent other, as world ; 
but as the world derives its existence entirely from God it is destined 
to return to its origio, and to pass from the division to atonement. 
But the diflerence is not fully developed in nature, which remains 
true to its own essence and character, faithfully obeys its own laws, 
and does not step outside of the substance, the necessity of its being. 
Man, on the contrary, is called to be or rather to become actually 
what he is essentially ; it belongs to the notion of him that he 
should place himself over-against his nature, Jiis present state, and 
enter into the division between his essence and his actual state. 
And his consciousness is itself the act by which this division b set 
up, for consciousness is the distinguishing of him, this particular 
subject, from himself, his universal being. In this discord between 
the subject and his notion, which is set up with and by conscious- 
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ness, lies the necessary and natm-al basis of eviL For while b 
posits himself as subject, as this particular being, his will is in 
first place merely this particular will, is filled with what belongs 
singleness, with particular impulses and inclinations ; i.e. the natural 
man is self-seeking. Evil, accordingly, is not a stru^le in which 
man engages with a foreign power, nor a conflict of man's reason 
with the alien power of sense ; nor is it merely a defect of power in 
the consciousness of God as against the sensuous consciousness ; no, 
it is the inner self-contradiction of the spirit, the contradiction of its 
existence and separate state as an individual subject, and its uni- 
versal nature as spirit. Hence evil accompanies human freedom 
from the first as the first mode of its manifestation. Freedom con- 
tains in itself the essential moment of that division ; it arises in tie 
feeling of independent existence over-against other being, even against 
the universality and reasonableness of the wilL " In this diviaioB 
independence is set up, and evil has its seat ; here is the source of 
evil, but also the point from which atonement ultimately arises. It 
is both the beginning of sickness and the source of health." When 
the Churcli calls this evil which adheres to man from the first the 
original sin he has inherited from Adam, which began with Adam's 
fall, " this again is the sensuous way of speaking ; the first man 
means, when we think of it, man as man, not an individual, not this 
man or that, not one out of many, but the first absolutely, man accord- 
ing to the notion of him. Man as such is consciousness ; if so, then he 
enters at once into this division. . , . The division lies in the very no- 
tion of man ; the one-sided representation of evil as the work of an in- 
dividual is supplemented by the idea of communication, inheritance." 
But this natural state of evil is accompanied from the £rst wiA ■ 
the need of its removal, for the division of the .spirit in itself is a|, 
the same time its deepest unhappiness, its infinite pain. "Wh 
rises to an extreme the opposition comes into consciousness 
double form, and occasions in two ways a feeUng of unhappi 
On the one aide, the subject feels itself out of harmony with 
absolute, with its true nature, with its duty which confronts it aa 
oue pure will of God commanding what is good : feels itself 
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ixigly inwaxdly eondemned, humbled, broken, and aimibilated — the 

nnhappiness of the Je.wish conaciousnesa. The other unhappinesa is 

equally profound — the subject feels himself at discord with the world ; 

it is at variance with his thinking and will, and he is driven back 

into the inwardness of his free self-conscious Ego ; but while thus 

leking satisfaction by fleeing from the world and from reality, and 

Dg from action and from feeling, he flees at the same time from 

own actuality, loses all his will could strive for, all that gave 

■value to life, becomes an abstractly free, i.e. an empty and vain Ego. 

This is the unhappiuess of the Roman consciousness, as it appears in 

Btoicism and scepticism. Thus the division which forms the plat- 

>Tta of the natural man issues in a double one-sidedness : in the 

sgation of the Ego or in the abstract affirmation of the "Ego and 

agation of the world ; and the need of the spirit for atonement ia 

It equally on both sides. ^ 

The division is in the spirit itself, which therefore possesses the 
ifinite energy of the unit which supports the contradiction ; and here 
es the objective possibility of the removal of the contradiction. But 
; must be asked, Will the subject be able of itself to effect this re- 
loval ? " It shows little insight to think that it can do so," The 
abject itself stands on the side of one of the conflicting powers, and 
n its activity is and remains one-sided, and ia always, being as it ia, 
abjective, done in mere abstract freedom, entangled, that ia to say, 
tt the opposition which has to be surmounted. On the contrary : 
*■ the oneness of subjectivity and objectivity, this divine unity must 
be the presupposition of my positing ; then only has this any con- 
tents; otherwise it ia subjective, formal merely. This preauppoai- 
tion once made, it loses its one-aidedness," This necessary preaup- 
position, without which the antitheaia ia not to be removed in the 
imbject and for it, is just the recognition of the truth that the anti- 
thesia is in eaaence removed already, namely, in the being of the 
abwlute spirit, in so far as it is living unity, atoning love ; only 
because it is removed essentially, in truth, can its removal be at- 
tained for the subject too, and atonement be accomplished, appro- 
pnated, in the subject. Man can only know himself taken up. 
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accepted in God in so far as God is to bim not a strange being, ul 
relation to whom ia merely outward, but in so far as he knows tbt I 
in God his own being aa spirit, as freedom, as subjectivity, ii 
aflirmed. But this essential unity of the divine nature with Hudud 
nature can only be brought home to the consciousness of man, oi 
only become an immediate certainty to him, by God's appearing tL 
man and man as God. That which is the essential nature of spidtiH 
be the unity of divine and human nature, enters into the consciotii 
ness of religious, not of philosophical, humanity in the fonn offl 
visible object In this way the Church's idea of the diviniQra 
Christ is explained from an inner necessity of the religious conscifM 
ness at the stage of the religion of redemption. This is not affinnH 
the existence of a God-man iu the sense of the Church, but expliifl 
iug how the belief in the incarnation came about in the consdraP 
ness of the Church. How far the historical Christ was necessarrte 
the rise of this belief Hegel does not discuss ; he was much mflBi 
concerned about the truth of the principle of that belief and ■ 
inner necessity than about the historical form in which it first m 
peared. Yet we find a hint here and there bearing on this p<n4 
Christ's preaching of the kingdom of Grod, we are told, expressed !■ 
conviction that the atonement of God with man was a reality, <■ 
that all that remained was that man should place himself win 
this truth, iu the kingdom of love to God. " This was brought fotwn 
in the language of enthusiasm, in such penetrating tones as null 
the soul tremble and draw it forth, away fram physical interesjl 
Seek ye first the kingdom of God ! Blessed are the pure in head 
Such words belong to the greatest that have ever been uttered, 19 
kingdom of heaven and purity of heart contain a far greater dqd 
of meaning than the inwardness of Socrates." Christ here speMJ 
out of the real unity of his consciousness with the divine will, n 
yet essentially as a man, in whom the divine working does not coM 
as something superhuman, in the guise of an outward tevelatia^ 
but in snch a way that " the divine presence is identical wiUi At' 
human." 

Should a doubt yet linger aa to the meaning of the H^diflt 



iterpretation of the Churcli's doctrine of Christ, it would be com- 
letely solved by the suggestive observations on the meaning of the 
sath of Christ for the belief of the Church. Before his death Christ 
as a man, who by his teaching and his life made men know what 
'OS the truth which must form the basis of their religious conscious- 
ess ; that God is not on the other side from them, not far away, 
tot present in bis kingdom, that he is love, and that this assurance 
met become a feeling of our own. But the words of the man Jesus 
re only rightly, spiritually, apprehended by faith, and this spiritual 
fcith is only the result of the death of Christ, " Only with this death 
o we make the transition to the religious ; the relation to the mere 
nan changes into a relation which is moulded by spirit, so that the 
lature of God is revealed in it. The consciousness of the Church 
rhich thus passes from a mere man to a God-man, the view, the 
onsciousnesa, the certainty, of the oneness and union of divine and 
tninan nature, this is what the Church begins with, and what con- 
ititiites the truth on which she is founded." And just because this 
tigher consciousness of God's being atoned with the world dawned 
m the Church in its full spiritual significance only after Christ's 
leath, the Church regarded this death itself as the central point of 
^e atonement, and saw in it the absolute love which even in 
overcomes finiteness, and by which death, that great 
;ation, is itself denied. 

This, therefore, is the main part of the history of Christ as it 
exists in the faith of the Church : this is the meaning of it (the 
Ideal religious truth), that it is the history of God himself, i.e. 
Iringa home to us his nature as spirit, as love, as the principle 
which atones the division of the finite. And here also lies its sole 
authentication, the proof that it is true; in comparison with this 
Jjroof outward proofs from miracles are of no account ; that is a mere 
mechanical way of authenticating. God is in nature, he and his 
power, according to eternal laws, but the true miracle is spirit itself. 
The Church, Hegel considers, ought not to enter on the inquiry as to 
the truth of the narratives of the appearances after the resurrection, 
if only because that inquiry seems to suppose that there ia some 
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impoTtaucG in the sensuous element of the appearances, in 
historical authentication, of which the spiritual truth is ent 
independent. Should this appear to make ideal truth indifferent 
the historical nature of the garb in which it appears, Hegel goes 
even further in this direction, and makes the significant statement 
that " what is to possess truth for the spirit, what it is to heheve, 
must not he a sensuous belief ; the belief which is true for the spirit 
is one in which the phenomenon of sense is treated as of small 
account. The spirit begins with the sensuous and comes to it as 
a tiling worthy of itself, but its attitude towards the sensuous is at 
the same time a negative attitude. This is an important point" 
Thus we see that those who would dispense with criticism in the 
interests of dogma are not entitled to appeal to Hegel for support, 
any more than those naturalists who consider that by their criticiBm 
of the historical form they have got rid of the ideal contents too. 
Hegel draws a clear distinction between the two things, though he 
does not everywhere attach the same importance to the distinction, 
and often appears to ignore it altogether. 

Thus Hegel had in the first place explained why it was necessary 
that the idea of atonement should be clothed in a historical foim 
Only in this form could it appear as a thing that had actually takm 
place, and was to be believed and built on, and so be brought home 
to the consciousness and appropriated as objective truth. But be 
now goes on to show that this form of the matter, in which it appeaa 
as a thing that once took place, offends in some degree against 
truth of the idea, and to point out how this one-sided view may 
corrected. It does not represent the whole of the truth, when 
process of atonement, which is the very nature of spirit, 
of fis an occurrence which took place at a particular time, andij 
happened to a particular individual. The tnith is that this 
person means all men, and this once means always, but it does 
first sight appear as an empirical fact that happened to one man 
no more, and belongs to a past which is no longer here. Nov 
one-sided representation is " integrated " first of all in the form 
concrete ideas. The absolute present of atonement is divided int 



ippeaa 
nstOu 
nayta 
len t£a 
spokcBl 



HEGML. J^H 

Ms moments, poBt and future. Thus there comes about as a supple- 
ment of the past history the sensuous representation of its repetition 
and completion in the future, of the " Second Coming," and the 
change from the outward to the inward in the idea of the " Comforter," 
In these two ideas the empirical isolatiou and extemalisation of 
atonement gives way to a belief which is nniveraa], permanent, and 
inward (as the doctrine of the fall of Adam was widened by the 
idea of the transmission of his sin to all). But this integration 
takes place at first in a merely external way : no more beiug done 
than to add to a one-sided view another equally one-sided. The 
main change, the replacing of the outward by an inward, only takes 
iplace by the different " subjects themselves passing, in their own 
.experience, through this history, this process," which they first 
regarded as an objective divine history (transacted outside them 
and for them). The right relation of the subject to the truth of 
the atonement is that it should itself " come to this same conscious 
unity, should deem it good for itself, produce it in itself, and be filled 
with the divine spirit. This its pure self- consciousness that knows 
and wills the truth, is the divine spirit iu it." And here, in this 
carrying out of atonement as a subjective process in and on indi- 
viduals, the Church realises itself. The Church is an institution 
existing for the end that men should come to the truth, that the 
Holy Spirit should be really present in them, and that they should 
do the works of the Spirit. The means to this end is teaching, in 
which the Church develops into the idea (representation), the con- 
sciousness of truth which is first felt as an immediate, felt witness of 
the Spirit, In baptism we have the declaration that the world the 
child has entered is not the hostile world but the Church, in which 
evil is overcome in its essence and its sway, and God essentially 
reconciled- AH that is wanting is that the individual should then 
form himself for the Church by education, exercise, and cultivation, 
and should habituate himself to the good and true which is already 
present in her. In this consists his regeneration. " Man must be 
born twice, first naturally and then spiritually, like the Brahmin. 
The Spirit is not immediate ; it is only as it gives birth to itself out 
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of itself ; it is only as the bom again. The natural heart in wbit 
man is entangled is the enemy he has to contend with." That isti 
business of the Church, this education of the Spirit so that the 
may grow always more truly one with his self, his will, and conw" 
to be his will, his spirit. Here there is no mere shall, never-ending 
advance, striving that is never fulfilled, as in the Kantian philoaophr. 
Here, on the contrary, the difference is already solved in its essence 
and power, evil is known as already vanquished in the spirit in ill 
principle and sway, and the subject has only by means of this 
in faith in the atonement which is already there in its essence, 
make his will good, and for his consciousness evil has vanished, 
is forgiven. This action is on the one side the action of the subj 
which gives up the form of its immediateness, its particular, 
independent being (" dies with Christ ") : on the other side it is 
action of the divine Spirit in him, " Faith itself is the divine Spirit, 
acting in the subject; but the latter, be it noted, is not a men 
passive vessel. The Holy Spirit is the spirit of the subject too, 
so far as he has faith." In the Lord's Supper this presence of Gi 
in man is given as an immediate feeling in the soul of the individn 
of his union with God. 

But what thus takes place in worship as an inner certainly, aa 
process in the depths of the subject, must also come forth and '. 
present outwardly. Feeling must be developed and expanded to i 
objectivity of the kingdom of God. The atonement only becoia 
perfectly real when, instead of remaining in the unseen places of 1i 
heart, it shows its presence in the outward development of the wh( 
of the world's affairs. The subject, once made aware in its recondli 
tion with God of its iniinite valae, of its freedom, will assert these 
the face of the world too. But this can be done in various fotn 
The first and lowest is that of monastic renunciation of the world, 
which freedom asserts itself only negatively and abstractly, Z 
second form ia the union of religion with the world, in whioli t 
latter as the undivine is slavishly subjected to the former as ala 
divine and of value. But the Church thus ruling the world sin 
into unspiritual worldliness, because the world ia not really aton 






with it. At last this contradiction is solved ; the principle of free- 
dom penetrates the world too, and moulds it in accordance with 
eternal truth. In morality, wliich is the realisation of the reasonable 
will, the atonement of religion witli the world is accomplished. 

But it is not only in the real sphere of practice that the atone- 
ment of religion has to work out its efl'ects. Besides the reasonable 
moral order of life it brings about here, it has also to play its part in 
the ideal sphere of rational thought, of science. Here, as in the 
former case, it is the abstract form of negation in which the subject, 
when it grows conscious of its autonomy, first asserts itself. It turns 
against the world of traditional ideas, with which it is surrounded : 
its thought is that of the Illumination. The reflection of the 
intellect, fixing on the contradiction which it finds in every religious 
tateraent, comes at last to the result that God cannot be known, 
^t nothing can be known of the supersensible, and that each man 
as a religion for himself in the feelings of his own heart. But as 
he subject thus retreats to the point of its own infinity, everything 
bjective, the objectivity even of God, of justice, of morality, comes to 
e a mere subjective assertion, a thought the mind has framed for itself, 
Dd the contents of which it has boiTowed from its own arbitrary 
tprices. (Compare the illusion-theory of Anthropologism.) This 
digion of the Illumination or of abstract thought stands at the plat- 
mn of Judaism, or, more precisely, of Mohammedanism (Allah is 
kUah, as here God is x=:x). The higher platform is that at which the 
object knows and acknowledges the contents, which it is true that 
i develops out of itself, out of its own spiritual nature and religious 
onsciousness, to be necessary and objective, and to have an essential 
lid independent existence of their own. Here thought is no longer 
le mere abstraction and negation of what is immediately given, it 
I a comprehending, and therefore a justifying, of the contents, both 
D point of their necessary existence and in point of the forms of their 
^elopment. These forms of course are known as produced under 
iertain historical conditions, and their limits are known too. (Criti- 
ism was in the Illumination the whole, but is here reduced to a 
lere moment of the thought which comprehends. As such it ia kept 
< VOL. II. H 
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and has its place.) Philosophy, especially the philosophy of religitio, 
hfis thus two sides ; on one side it agrees with culture and reflectioi 
in not standing still at the form of the idea, but comprehending iib 
thought, and so doing away with it as a purely positive thing 
the other side it is opposed to the Illumination, inasmuch as thi 
latter does not care for the contents, and despairs of truth. Phil(H 
Sophy's one care is to show the reason of religion, " Thus in philih 
sophy religion receives its justification at the hands of the thinMrj 
consciousness. Simple piety stands in, heed of it, but accepts li 
truth aa authority, and by means of this truth receives satisfactic 
reconciliation." On the other hand, philoaophy thinks what t 
subject as such feels, and leaves it to the subject to make the best 
can of these feelings. Thus feeling is not rejected by philosoiAj 
but receives from philosophy its true contents. Philosophy oi 
takes in charge the form of belief, the substance is uncliaaged.^ 

If we may judge from these sentences, with which Hegel conclui 
his philosophy of religion, he cannot have intended to teach, as he 
generally supposed to teach (not without plausible evidence ft 
other passages, e.g. the transition from religion to philosophy in 
EncyclopEedia), that religion is destined to lose itself in phQosopb 
I Religion in its own spliere is to him the highest, the complete 

Ical reconciliation of man in his heart. What philosophy has to 
is merely this, that what religion is as life and experience it teai 
us to know for thought and in thought, as reasonable, true, and ne 
' j sary; philosophy "justifies" it ; "reconciles reason with reli^ 
Immediate piety does not require thi.s assistance : so Hegel 
says, fully admitting the religious life to be completely indepeniJt 
of philosophic thought. But it is the human mind aa a whole tin 
" insists on knowing what there is in it " — even in the case of religioik 
And that this harmony of the whole man, this reconciliation rf 
religious feeling with thought, is a higher position than one ot 
antagonism between feeling and reason, no one will deny who does 
not, as perhaps some do, regard the state of conflict as the normal 
and desirable state of the human mind. 
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TENDENCIES OF THE PHILOSOPHICAL EELIGIOUS 
THOUGHT OF THE PEESENT DAY. 

Hegel's philosophy of religion closes the history of this science. 
It is the last complete and uniform system of the kind, and at the 
same time the most perfect fmit of the speculative idealistic philo- 
sophy. That its method is false and that its a priori dialectic of 
the pure notion requires to he supplemented by an examination ia 
thought of the real material of experience, we have more than once 
remarked. In this at least the modern reaction to empiricism and 
realism must be admitted to be right. That reaction, however suc- 
cessful in exposing the defects of Hegel's system, and so bringing his 
ranpire to an end, has not been able to set iu its place any new sys- 
tem that even approached it in acuteness and profundity, in unity 
and systematic completeness. Thus we find ourselves tn a sort of 
interregnum in philosophy : the power of the last great systems is 
broken, but no new one has yet proved its right to succeed them. 
Thia ia the natural soil for eclecticism, the method which goes back to 
earlier positions, and seeking to combine them with each other, to 
supplement the defects of one from the stores of the rest, brings them 
forward in a more or less renewed form as attempts at a view of the 
world to satisfy the present day. It is certainly interesting to 
observe how in our fast-moving age almost all the positions taken up 
in succession by philosophic thought from its modem awakening 
down to Hegel, are reproduced one after another for our acceptance, 
each regarding itself as the last while the feet of those who are to 
carry it out are already at the door. Here, however, we confine our- 
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selves to those plienomena which exercise a sensible influence on 
the religious thought of the present day ; and even in their case wb 
can do no more than characterise the tendency of their principles; 
we cannot enter, as we have hitherto done, into detaila 

We have first to deal with the tendency which arose out of i 
diaorganiaation of the school of Hegel, as the extreme antithesis 
that high-atrung idealism : Anthropologism, Naturalism, and 
tivisDL This poaition we have to regard as a falling back on 
pre-Keintian dogniatism.or a revival of the naive empiricism and 
riaUsm of thi' eighteenth century. Next we come to a school wl 
goes back to Ivant, the semi-sceptical, semi-idealistic Neo- 
ism. Fries and those who came after him in this line make criticiail 
their foundation, hut build up on it an ideal view of the wori4 
tinged at one time with a broadi ethical spirit, at another with 
spirit of positive religion if not of dogmatic ecclesiasticism. Neailjt 
allied to this tendency is that of Herbart, which also attaches itad 
lo Kant ; and, drawing a sharp distinction between theory and pr« 
tice, finds the basis of religious faith in the needs of the heart alt 
without having recourse to any monodological metaphysic. By 
side of this pluralistic realism of Herbart, we have Scbopenfaana 
monistic idealism, which carries forward the Kantian philosophy 
the direction of Tichte, and therefore represents, as Fichte does, tli 
transition from subjective criticism to speculation. In Scbopoi- 
hauer's pupil, E. v. Hartmann, this position appears as a paradoxic^ 
combination of the master's pessimism as regards the will, with s 
ScheUing-Hegeliau theory of the evolution of the absolute reason. 
These are followed, as is natural, by the various other speculatiTB 
theories of tlie present day, some going back to Scbelling and some 
to Hegel, some to both, but most of them betrajing, by their eclectic 
adoption of elements of other philosophical systems, the need of s 
development and correction of abstract idealist speculation in the 
direction of concrete realism. In this regard they find their natu- 
ral supplement in those inductive historical investigations of fte 
science of comparative religion, the importance of which for religioos 
thought is coming to be moi-e and more widely recognised. 



CHAPTER I, 

ANTHROPOLOGISM AND POSITIVISM. 

Hegel said at the close of his philoaophy of religion, that with 
regard to positive religion philosophy has two sides. She agrees 
with cultivation and reflection in not standing still at the form of the 
idea (Vorstelliing), but embracing it in thought, and so doing away 
with it as a merely positive thing ; but on the other side philosophy 
disagrees with the Illumination in the want of interest the latter has 
for the contents and in its despair of truth. These two sides the master 
himself combined ; but of hia followers some took one side and some 
the other, each finding in the side it adopted the wliole and sole 
truth and outcome of Hegel's thought regarding religion. In propor- 
tion as each side hardened in such a partial view, did it depart from 
the true spirit of Hegel's philosophy, and lose itself in blind dogma- 
tism or shallow rationalism. There were but a few, and we shall 
afterwards be led to speak of them, who developed and advanced 
Hegel's ideas in a fruitful way. 

A tendency to conservatism is always and properly native to 
speculative philosophy. Seeking reason, as it does, not in an abs- 
traction but in reality, as that in which the idea is embodied, it 
cannot but recognise the element of rational truth contained in what 
history delivers to us, as the most important element of it, which it 
must recognise and defend against sceptical reflection. That this 
should lead to exaggerated efforts at restoration is no more than 
natural ; and it will not be denied that Hegel himself was carried 
away by such a reactionary current, especially in matters political. 
And it is no wonder that this tendency first asserted itself among his 
pupils, and was cultivated in a one-sided way in the theological as 
well as in other spheres. Such men as Gabler, Goeschel, Eust, 
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Konradi, Matheineke, and Daub, founded a Bcholaaticism in which tie 
Hegelian ideas were employed with more or less aptness and taste 
to refurbish church dogma, and dialectic became little mote than 
the means to put to silence sober and reasonable criticism. Thef 
considered it to be the task of reason to cast doubt upon doubt, 
they simply ignored the rights of critical reason even on the 
historical field, and how much more on that of dogma. Hence, 
Strauss says of Daub, " It was their fate, instead of raising again I 
body of dogma, slain by criticism, in the incorruptible ethereal gi 
of the notion, to restore again the old corruptible body, and 
of making all things new, to leave all things old." ^Entangled 
such dogmatism and scholasticism, it is very comprehensible, tl 
in spite of all their talented playing with ideas, they failed to ma 
any solid advance in religious science. 

To this one-sided conservatism there was a corresponding reaction 
in the equally one-sided radicalism of the so-called left side of tlit 
Hegelian school. The first and most energetic representative of tl 
reaction was Ludwig Feuerbach,' who has no other claim to 
regarded as a member of Hegel's school than that he started from 
as his repugnance to the abstract idealistic notional dialectic so 
carried him into a realistic empiricism, which issued ultimately 
a very unphilosophical materialism. He retained, however, t 
features of that school, a keen eye for the kernel of things, for the 
active principle of tlie phenomena of experience, and a capricioos 
tumultuous way of forcing realities under some one-sided point of 
view or other, and on the strength of a few generalising observations, 
arriving at wide generalising statements, without taking the least 
trouble about accurate proof Feuerbach himself indicates the way 
in which, from an adherent of Hegelian speculation, he came to be a, 
materialistic atheist : " God was my first thought, reason my second 
man my third and last : the subject of the deity is reason, but the 
subject of reason is man," The Hegelian philosophy Feuerbach 
characterised as " rational mysticism," because it clings to the absolute 
' ffesen det Chriitenihame, 1641 (this work waa translated into English by Uiw 
Evans (Gfiorge Eliot) under the the title of "Origin of Christianity "). Unpnmi 
da- Oiittcr, 2d edition, 186fi. 
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as the causa prima, and does not resolve it in the dialectic 
.process as in strictness tlie dialectical method would require. Thus 
Starting from the weak point of that philosophy, which we saw was 
just this method, he completely dissolved it and turned it into its 
opposite, Hegel sought to develop the absolute idea in such a ,-, 
way that the whole fulness of the determinations of thought, which 
■our thought reaches as a result, should also be regarded as the prin- 
eiple of our thought and its eternal presupposition, and therefore as i 
Bu essential and independent subject which contains in itself as its 
essence those determinations. Feuerbach, on the contrary, simply 
lesolved the absolute subject into its various momenta or the divine 
attributes, and so destroyed it. God himself became to him an empty 
essenceleas abstraotion, whose place was then taken by " the divine " 
goodness, wisdom, love. But these are mere predicates : they have 
no independent existence, and can only exist in a subject ; and thus, 
the absolute subject having disappeared, there remained only man as 
the sole reality of the divine, or as the only real God. Thus quickly 
was the philosophy of absolute spirit turned into the position which 
regards man as absolute, the deification of man, or anthropologism. 

Everj^hing exalted and superhuman that religious faith or philo- 
sophic thought takes to be the ground of man's life, this system 
(which however afterwards passed into naturalism in Feuerbach's 
own hands) regards as an unessential product of fancy, in which 
man beholds as in a mirror outside himself, his own nature. " Man - 
simply cannot go beyond his own true nature. He can represent to 
himself by his fancy individuals of a different and presumably a 
higher kind, but from his own race, his own nature, he can never 
get away : the qualities he gives these other individuals are always | 
qualities drawn from his own nature, in which he in truth only j 
miiTors himself, and throws out himself as an object. God is the 
manifest Inner, the self of man clothed in expression. Religion is 
the solemn unveiling of man's hidden treasures, the confession of his 
inmost thought, the public couf ession of his love-secrets." In religion 
man is related to his own being, but as to another being. Its object 
is reason thrown out over-against itself, and the heart or the being of 
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man thrown out over against itself, apart from the limits of ttial 
individual, i.e. actual bodily man; made an object, i.e. coata-l 
plated and reverenced as a being by itself other than maD. All 
the attributes of the divine being are, therefore, attributes of thtl 
human being. Man plunders himself to enrich his God, so tktl 
God may be all, man nothing. But what he takes away fttal 
himself, and is himself deprived of, he enjoys in an incompantbn 
higher measure in God. Now as man is himself a two-sided bdiH 
in hia reason tending to what is true and good, but in his lietM 
limited, seliish, arbitrary, at variance with the world, so, accordingttl 
Feuerbacb, do also the God and the religion of each man exhibit theal 
two characters, now the idea of the good, reasonable man, and again 
that of the sick, selfish, and limited, suffering and passionate, heiitl 
And Feuerbacb had so keen a perception of this pathological side d 
religion, it interested him so much, that religion came ultimately !■ 
be to him little more than this pathological element. At the euM 
time it is not to be denied that his analyses of religions and speciaHj , 
ot Christian doctrines, are often extremely suggestive, and that he 
sometimes lays his finger more accurately than Hegel or even 
Schleiei-macher, on the practical psychological motives which lie it 
the root of dogmas, and give them their importance in worship. 

Disregarding the element of exaggeration and caricature, whioi ■ 
one must expect to find in Feuerbach, we find many useful siiggcM 
tions in what he has to say, e.g. on the Trinity, the Incarnation, tfan 
God-man. " God as God, as Father, is the separate God, the acoenHS 
and anticosmic beiug, God in relation to himself alone. God the SM 
is the relation of God to us, hut only he is the real God. In God w 
God man is put aside, in the Son he cornea again. The Father is the 
metaphysical essence, which attaches to religion, because it would be 
imperfect did it not embrace the metaphysical element Only in the 
Son does God become the object of religion. God as object of rel^on. 
as religion's God, is God as Son. In the Son man becomes object; in 
biiT( all human needs ai-e concentrated. As little as the religiona 
man can love a God who has not in himself the essence of love, ao little 
can man, can any finite being, be the object of a God who has not in 
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himself the basis, the principle, of fiuiteness. Such a God is wanting 
in the sense of the finite, in understanding of it, in sympathy for it," 
This remarkable statement is at once turned round by Feuerbach into 
a subjective form : " The Son appeals to the heart, because the true 
father of the divine Son is the human heart, and the Son himself 
nothing but the divine lieart, i.c. the human heart thrown out 
over-against itself as a divine being." ..." The tnie, real God of a 
religion is only the so-called mediator (Christ, Mary, the saints, etc.), 
because only he is the immediate object of religion. The God above 
the mediator is nothing but the cold intellect above the heart, like 
Fate above the gods of Olympus." And in this consists the value 
of the Incarnation. " The contemplation, the consciousness, of the 
divine love, or, what is the same thing, of God as a being himself 
human, this mode of view ia the secret of the Incarnation. The 
central point of the doctrine of the Incarnation, of the mystic 
* God-man,' is the love of God to man. In so far as God loves man, 
he is man, he gives up his deity, empties, anthropomorphises him- 
self. The actual Incarnation {i.e. of course represented as actual in 
the belief of men) ia the artpimoitmn ad hominem of this inner 
essential humanity of God. God made man is a manifestation of 
man made God." A further essential attribute of God made man, 
or rather of God who is man, is suffering. For love proves itself 
through suffering. Heathen philosophy might think of God as 
actus purus ; the Christian heart thinks of him as passio pura. For 
what answers to the heart that is turned into itself and shuns the 
world is just siiffering : to such a spirit suffering is beneficent self- 
negation ; and hence the sight of a suffering deity is the highest self- 
afOrmatiou, the luxury of the suffering heart. To say, " God suffers," 
is to say that suffering sensibUity is divine. " God is to man the 
book in which he enters his highest thoughts and feelings, the album 
in which he inscribes the names of the beings who are dearest and 
most sacred to him." " First man makes God after his own image, 
and then this God makes man in turn after his image." 

Feuerbach is in his element in dealing with providence, miracles, 
immortality, and any part of rehgion in which the subjective factor 



12£ PHILOSOPHY OF BELIQJON. 

of religious thought predominates. Faith in an almighty Providema 
which hears prayer is, in his view, merely the self-assurance of the 
human heart, the certainty that the wishes of the heart possess 
stricted validity, that the objective, the outer world, is nothing, and 
the heart the absolute power. God is just this pure feeling, freed 
from all limits, the Optative of the human heart converted into tlt» 
certain and blessed Indicative, the omnipotence of feeling. Hera tt 
in general we see that Feuerbach has in his eye only the empirical, 
pathological form of religion ; he forgets that the highest praya 
is that of submissiou. Miracle is, according to Feuerbach, the t 
expression of the nature of faith. Faitli releases the wishes o£ ti» 
subject from the restraints of natural reason ; but miracle ia nothii^ 
but " the realisation of a supernaturalistic wish :" thus outward 
miracle ia no more than the outward incorporation of that which faith 
can herself do, of the inner miracle which faith is, of the unlimited' 
self-assurance of the particular will, of the lawless caprice and thft 
omnipotence of the heart that is confined to the hmits of self, and 
coimts the whole of the rest of the world as nothing — a theory which 
does justice to one side of the matter, but wholly overlooks tha 
other and the better side ! The creation of the world and the futuie 
destruction of the world by God are only variations of this same faith, 
that the objective world by itself is naught, that the freedom of t^ 
subject is the only thing that is real. But the power by which tht 
Christian heart gets rid of the objective limits and laws of the objec 
tive world, and brings about the freedom it demands, is imagination, 
fancy. " It alone of all the faculties answers the requirements of the 
heart, because it removes all the limits, all the laws which pain the 
heart, and so presents to man the immediate, perfectly imlimited 
satisfaction of the most subjective of his wishes." " The power of 
fancy is also the power of the heart : fancy is nothing but the heart 
victorious and triumphant." 

It is in this freedom of heart and fancy, as against the restric- 
tions laid on the intellect by the law of the world, by the reahty ot 
nature, that Feuerbach sees the distinctive essence of Christianity, 
" Christ is the omnipotence of subjectivity, the heart released &om all 
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bonds and laws of natui-e, the soul concentrated on itself with the 
^world shut out, the reality of all the wishes of the heart, fancy's 
ascension into heaven, the heart's resurrection-festival ; — thus does 
Christ distinguish Christianity from heathenism." There is a true 
thought in this, namely, that Christianity is the religion of freedom, 
of the deliverance of the spirit from all the slavery of the outer world ; 
but the truth is distorted by making it appear as if Christian freedom 
■were the emancipation of subjective Egoism from all the law and 
order of the world, or the flight of the heart which turns away from 
the world to a paradise of ita own dreams. As a matter of religious 
pathology this may be a view frequently taken of Christianity, but 
this is by no means the whole unadulterated essence of it Feuerbaeh, 
it is true, looks for genuine Christianity only in the CathoKcism of 
the middle ages, with its monasticism and celibacy, its scorn of 
worldly cultivation and of nature, ita turning away fitim the world 
to heaven. But the Christian heaven has in his eyes the same sig- 
nificance as the Christian God ; it sets forth exphcitly what lies in 
I the latter implicitly — the subjectivity released from all earthly bur- 
dens and limits, the fulfilment of all wishes. "Immortality is the 
last will and testament of religion. Heaven is the key to the inner- 
most secrets of religion. Objectively heaven is the nature of God 
unfolded; subjectively it is the frankest expression of the inmost 
thoughts and dispositions of religion," Hence the variety in the 
descriptions of the other world, which set forth the various ideals 
men cherish of the good and true. But what is implied in the ideal 
of the world beyond is in every case the presence of that which is the 
reverse of ideal, the contradiction of things as they are in this world. 
Thus, according to Feuerbaeh, religious ideas are in every case — 
everything turns as we see on this — only subjective products of the 
fancy, without any objective trath, products of a humour at variance 
with reason. But are they ideals which are at least subjectively true 
and fair, legitimate and beneficent, by which man can i-aise himself — 
if only in poetry — above common reality, and gain possession at 
least for Ida practical consciousness of something nobler than the 
ordinary world of the senses offers him ? 
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This also Feuerbach denies, thus taking the last step in radlcJ 
negation, a step in which even those who accompany him thus fal 
generally refuse to follow him, and which it is very questionable il 
he needed to take in order to be consistent with his thinking 
this point. Eeligion, Feuerbach says, is the relation of man to his owi 
being, b\it as a being outside himself. Its secret essence is just tiiii 
identity of the divine and human natures, but its form, or 
fested conscious essence of religion, is rather the difference, the alietJ- 
ation of man from his own being as one outside himself. And wliita 
love reveals that hidden essence of religion, it is faith that constitnW 
its conscious form, its illusion. Faith sets man at discord with tol 
true nature, makes him un-free, prejudiced, selfish, limited, and tha 
becomes the evil spring of reUgious fanaticism, and of all the horroit 
of the history of religion ; it sacrifices all moral duties to the 
interest of the heart in its own salvation, or to the jealons God 
whom man's selfish heart takes form before his eyes. Its inflnoi 
is, in a word, demoralising. It is love which, as the not particiilii 
but universal consciousness of the race, heals the wounds which faith 
has made. But in Christianity love works not because of faith, but 
in spite of it ; it is the exoteric, while faith is the esoteric, doctrine 
of Christianity. And act as it does, its action is always darkenecl, 
sullied, and impeded by faith. Thus, according to Feuerbach, the 
truly religious element in religion, and specially in Christianity, 
I.e. faith, is an illusion which is not merely theoretically untroe, 
but practically mischievous. With this bold condemnation Feiier- 
bach's examination of religion closes, thereby pronouncing its own 
judgment in the eyes of every sober reader. The result is manifestly 
perverse, but only serves to demonstrate the perversity of Feuerbacli'a 
fundamental idea, the deification of man. 

In the further course of his philosophy, however, Feuerbach himr 
self completed the critical condemnation of his irreligiotis ant^vpih 
logiam by advancing from it to an immm-al natwalisvi. His lut 
word was not man, as he had said in the Essence of Christicmity, brt 
nature, of which man, he says, is but a small and weak part, HeHt' 
the feeling of man's dependence on a higher power asserted il 
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^Twliicli had been entirely forgotten in the previous self- deification of 
I man ; and this might have provided an opportunity for a better 
■ appreciation of religion : the object of religion was now no longer an 
F unessential product of fancy, a pure illusion, but a mighty reality 
I outside of man and above him. All that was wanted in fact was the 
combination of this superhuman reality with the man-like ideal of 
the former stage into a unity in the idea of God. But instead of 
turning into this path, which would have led to a true apprehension 
of religion as at once a feeling of dependence and of emancipation, 
Feuerbach cast himself upon the opposite exaggeration from his 
former one, and so made his error ten times worse than before. For- 
merly the divine consisted in his view in the ideal nature of man, 
which however possessed no objective reality above man : now the 
divine is a reality above man, but the ideality of reason, of mind, is 
wanting to it; it is a mindless material power, which therefore de- 
grades man also to a mere material nature-being. Formerly the 
error of religion consisted, in Feuerbach's view, in man's taking up 
an attitude to his own nature as if it were not hia own, representing 
it as a separate being outside and above himself; now the error is 
said to be that man takes up an attitude to the other being which is 
outside him (nature) as if it were his own, falsely personifying it in 
order to enter into emotional relations with it. His theory is true to 
itself in so far as the object of religion and religion itself is still an 
illusion to him ; but this illusion was in the former view produced 
by man himself, conscious of his own divinity, of Ms ideal, free, 
spiritual nature : here it is the product merely of his unfree depend- 
ence on nature, of his weakness and need. And as man is always 
the same as his God, the deification of nature involves the d^rada- 
tion of man to a mere material being, and the refusal to recognise 
anything as real but what can be seen and handled. " Man is what 
he eats.'" is now Feuerbacb's motto. With ideas generally the idea 
of man is now declared to be an empty word ; nothing exists but so 
many separate things, and there are only so many separate men, not 
a human being, which as such (as idea or ideal) could be an object 
of adoration or of love. What began with the cullzis of humanity is 
' Uermiu), "Der Menach Ut, wttft er \aa\,." 
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consummated in the cnltiis of sense, of matter ; and it was a mew 
incoDsistency in Feuerbach, that when he Lad done away with al! 
objective truth and law binding on the individual, he yet refused to 
take the last step, and declare naked egoism to be man's sole piinoiplB. 

This step, which Feuerbach should in consistency hare taken bat 
did not, is taken by the pseudonymous author of the book Dm 
Eivjsige wnd scin Eigmtkiim (The Individual and his Property), by 
Max Stirner (3d ed., Leipzig, 1882). This book, written not withont 
talent, calls for serious consideration as a work which, setting ont. 
&om the premises of sceptical nominalisrn, accepts to the uttennoat. 
the consequences of that position, without fear even of the regardles* 
frivolity to which it may lead. The view of the world which makes 
ideas mere empty words, is not without seductive power, and is cer- 
tainly charged with danger for an age wearied of thought as this is. 

'Man' according to Stirner — i.e. the race, the idea, the es 
of humnnity, is as vain and arbitrary an abstraction as the god « 
L the god-man of the old religion, and the absolute spirit, the l^iala- 
tive reason, the truth, the good, etc., of speculation and of tha 
religion of humanity. " Whether I look to ' Humanity,' the raoft 
to strive after this ideal, or to God and Christ with a like endeavour, 
what is the essential difference ? The fonner has less colour in it 
than the latter, perhaps : that is all. As the individual is the whole 
of nature, so he is the whole of the race. ' Man ' ia only an ideal, 
the race is only a conception. To be 'a man ' does not mean 
fulfil the ideal of man, but to set forth one's self, the individuaL 
I need not think how I am to realise the universally human, but 
only how I satisfy myself / am my race, am without norm, with- 
out law, without pattern, etc. I will be the enemy of every higher 
power, while religion teaches us to make such a power out friend 
and to be humble towards it. . . . The fear of God, properly so called^ 
was shaken to its foundations long ago, and a more or less oonscions 
atheism, to be seen outwardly in a widespread alienation from the 
Church, has crept into fashion. But what was taken from God has 
been added to man, and the power of humanity grew greater in the 
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exact proportion in whicb religion lost weiglit. ' Man ' is the god 
of to-daj-, and fear of man lias taken the place of the old fear of 
God. But man only represents another supreme being, and so 
nothing has happened to the supreme being but a metamorphosis ; 
the fear of man is only an altered form of the fear of God. Our 
atheists are religious people." It is true that Christianity robbed the 
things of this world of their irresistible power, made ua independent 
of them, and freed us from the bonds of sense ; hut it was only to 
bring us into a worse subjection to the supersensible, to the spirit 
and its ideas, truths, prototypes and laws ; just as one who grows up 
from a boy to a young man is freed from the rod, but " possessed " 
instead by thoughts and ideals. But as the man shakes off these 
troublesome fetters in their turn, and only asks what is "practical," 
i.6. profitable for him, advantageous for his enjoyment of life, so, 
according to Stimer, man is now to enter on the sober, unenthusi- 
astic, egoistic age of manhood, where it shakes off all the fettei-s of 
its idealistic youthful dreams, all respect for the " Holy Spirit " 
(whether that of the Trinity or that of humanity, it is all the same 
thing), as it once shook off in Christianity respect for the things and 
powers of this world of sense. Those who still believe in any 
truths, ideas and ideals, and make them a law to man, the pattern he 
is to imitate, the task he is to accomplish, the idol to which he is to 
sacrifice himself with his enjoyment of life and his unlimited glory 
in himself, all belong, as Stimer states in an endless series of un- 
wearied repetitions, to the parsons, whether they be philosophers, 
schoolmasters, or philanthropists and liberals of the most enlightened 
stamp. The liberation of humanity is only accomplished when man 
no 'longer recognises any higher power above him, above the in- 
dividual and his property, and no longer draws a distinction between 
the individual as he is, and " the true man," i.c. the imaginary 
picture of a man as he could he and should be, but when every one 
regards himself as his only God and Lord, and his enjoyment of 
self as his sole calling in life, that is, in short, when every one has 
come to be a radical egoist on principle. "As worldy goods once 
did, BO now must also sacred goods be set forth as things which have 
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lost tlieir value. Truths are before Me as common and as indiffei- 
ent 83 things, they do not carry me with them, nor stir up la me 
any enthusiasm. There is not one truth, whether justice, freedoiHf 
humanity or any other, that could stand before me, and to which I 
should bow down. They are words, nothing but words, as to Uie' 
Christian all things are notliing but ' vanity.' Truths are phrase^ 
ways of speaking, words (X070S IJ ; brought into connection, drawn up: 
in order, they form logic, science, philosophy. . . Truths are mateiiak 
that I can use up ; material like vegetables or weeds ; whether they 
are the one or the other it is / who must decide. Truth is a creature 
the value of which resides not in it but in me ; iaken by itself il it 
worthless. A truth above me, one truth, accoMing to which I hav* 
to direct myself, I do uot know. For me there is no truth, for there 
is nothing above me. Not even my nature, not even the nature of 
man, is above me. No thought, no feeling, uo belief is sacred; 
they are all dispQ-^ablc, my disposable property, and are destroyed as 
they are created, by me. ... To give vent to his humour about thfl' 
littlenesses of men is in the power of every one who has ' lofty feel- 
ings ; ' but to let him play with aU those ' gi'eat thoughts, exalted 
feelings, noble enthusiasm, and sacred faith, that presupposes that I 
am the owner of all these. What religion calls the ' sinner,' 
humanity calls the ' egoist.' But if I am under no necessity to 
please others, is the ' egoist,' in whom humanity has brought foiti 
a new-fashioned devil, any more than a piece of nonsense ? The 
egoist at whom the humanitarians shudder is just a bogle like th» 
devil, and exists only as a ghost and a picture of imagination ia 
tJieir brain. They are always thinking still, as did their forefather^ 
of the contrast of good and evil, only that they have given it th« 
modem names of ' human ' and ' egoistic ; ' or else they would not 
have revived the hoary ' sinner ' in their ' egoist,' and sewed a aew 
piece on an old garment But they could do no otherwise, for they 
consider it to be their task to be men ! " 

Enough of the obnoxious chatter of a fiivolous cynical egoism ! 
AVhy have I quoted so much of such foUy and impertinence, the 
reader may he inclined to ask. My answer is, that the ripest iruiW 
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best show the nature of the tree. The name of this tree is sceptical 
nominalisnt, and its root is that anti-rational style of thought, which 
sees in ideas, definitions, and in reason itself, nothing but empty 
words, abaCraetions, and figments of our arbitrary subjective reflection, 
because it does not recognise an objective thought wliich underlies 
out subjective thought, a truth before us and above us, which is 
valid in itself, and therefore possesses regulative authority for ua. 
" Thought," Stiroer says very characteristically, rules the " possessed " 
world, so long as it is made the presupposition of our own thought, 
a thing existing by itself, and set up in a position of independence 
as " Spirit" (under whatever name), as is done specially by Hegel, in 
whose school language is held which suggests that thought, or the 
" thinking mind," i.e. thinking personified, thinking as a ghost, itself 
thinks and acts. To this thought man then feels himself subjected, 
ruled by it, to serve it is his " duty,"^he is " called " to the realisa- 
tion of its thoughts, therefore not free. Only when it has been 
perfectly found out that thought exists nowhere but in my head 
and in similar heads, and that every thought accordingly is my own 
creature and work, only then are we free enough, feeling ourselves 
owners of our own thoughts and those of others, to place ourselves 
above them, to emancipate ourselves from their binding powei', to be 
simply what we are, as this or that individual, and to do what we like. 
" lieason is a book full of laws, all given against egoiam." Hence 
the sceptical denial of reason, that is of its objective a priori validity 
and its inherent truth, is the sure way to the emancipation of radical 
egoism, and to set on foot theoretical and practical Solipsism. Such 
is in all seriousness the doctrine of this mad book of Stirner, a 
doctrine which we shall do well to keep in mind in connection with 
many of the phenomena of the present day ! 

But the denial of objective and a priori reason leads not only to 
the destruction of the moral world-order, and the setting of universal 
egoism in its place : it leads also to the destruction of the iiatiual 
world-order, and to universal scepticism, i.e. it makes it impossible 
to account for the existence and the kuowablenesa of an orderly nexus 
of the world. At the very first steps of refiectiou ou the fundamental 
VOL. n. 
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problem of science, the possibility and the necessary eouditions of all 
our knowledge, at the very beginning, that is, of serious scientific 
thought, the Atheism and Positivism of a Feuerbach and his com- 
panions, which throw man entirely on himself and isolate and 
deify the Ego, are seen to be a huge fatuity. This paeudo-scientdfio 
position is (juite incapable of giving even the rudiments of & 
reasonable answer to the fundamental question as to the possibiUt^ 
of knowledge, or as to the connection between objective thought and 
the existence of the world ; and in this lies the readiest refutadon 
of it. Only a dilettante philosophy still at the stage of naive realism, 
a philosophy, that is, which has never possessed, or having possessed 
has lost, the elementary insight won by criticism, could be blind 
the shallowness of this position. The naturalism, therefore, whii 
arose out of the disintegration of the speculative Hegelian philosophj 
is a relapse into pre-Kantian dogmatism, and has still to trace thft 
steps of the way of self-knowledge; from thoroughgoing scepticiani 
to criticism, from criticism to objective idealism and rationalism, or 
to the recognition of absolute reason before and above our finite 
reason. But the fact that such a relapse to pre-Kantian positions 
took place, and that it became necessary once more to traverse all 
the stages of the critical process of self-knowledge, proves sufficiently 
that the Hegelian form of speculative philosophy was seriously 
defective. It was impossible to stand still at it, as it is impossible 
simply to return to it ; and in so far the truant scholars of this 
philosophy have done good service, who struck out other paths, and 
made it necessary to develop it further. 



The above remarks apply with special force to the famous the<Kl 
logical critic, David Friedrich Straxtss, who set out from the s 
point as Feuerbach, and arrived by a similar toad at a similar resnlu 
By his first appearance as a critic of the Gospel history be rudeln 
dissipated the mists created by the illusion that truth was uow hel6 
in secure possession, and broke in ungently, especially in the I 
school, on the premature treaty between faith and knowledge. 
continued to be his vocation to apply the testa of criticism to t 
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tional belief, and to all halting and vague opinions ; and by his 
unwearied, uncompromising, and courageous fulfilment of such a 
task he permanently benefited theology and religious science in 
general. Yet it could not have been foreseen that the bold critic of 
the Life of Jes^is would end with such a position as that of The Old 
Faith and the New. At the earlier period he wrote his Friedliche 
Blatter (Letters for Peace), an earnest attempt to sift out the per- 
manent from the temporary elements of historical Christianity as the 
truly valuable and indestructible kernel of religious truth ; and this 
task he discbai^d with equal firmness and good feeling. About the 
same time he wrote his admirable essay on Schleiermacher and Daub, 
in which he spoke of the critical operation as certainly an indispens- 
able side of scientific theology, but not the only side of it, the specu- 
lative reconstruction of dogma with a view to its ideal contents being 
an etiually essential part of theology, and — he still thought at that 
time — an even more valuable part. At that time he even gave the 
Hegelian Daub, who believed in miracles, a higher place as a scientific 
theologian than the critical Schleiermacher ! Indeed he so sincerely 
sympathised with the genial religiosity of Daub as to quote with 
visible satisfaction the " splendid " words of that scholar : " A people 
can disappear along with its religion from the face of the earth, but 
religion itself can never disappear. Its apparent setting is its rise ; 
only iu men's thoughts are the two disjoined from each other. The 
sua never sets : only to our sense is its rise separated from its 
setting : the two are really one : the sun sets while it rises, rises 
while it aeta." 

But it was not long before the Straussian Glaubenslehre (" System 
of Doctrine ") appeared, a work which exhibited a marked cooling of 
religious warmth, and also a great diminution of interest in the posi- 
tive rebuilding of the dogma criticism had destroyed. The acuteness 
and the transparent clearness of this work must still be admired as 
masterly ; the criticism of dogma appears as the process of its own 
history, a natural and necessary process, set forth with playful grace 
and yet with iiTesistible foi^ce. But the answer to the inquiry as to 
the "permanent" in this "temporary" was scanty and uncertain; 
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and one would gather from this system of doctrine the comfortless 
impression that the only purpose of dogma was to destroy itself by 
its own history (as Baur somewhere remarks with great point). 
Behind all these dogmatic representations with their incessant ood- 
tradictions, which made them all a prey to the inexorable critical 
intellect, the reader might have expected to find that religion itself 
remained as an undestroyed and indestructihle kernel ; but this im- 
portant point has retreated very much into the background even in 
this work. 

Thus Strauss'a final confession of faith published (1872) in his 
famous -work 7^e Old Faith and the New shortly before his death, 
was to those who really knew him no great surprise. If at an 
period he had been unable to distinguish between dogmatic idi 
and their religious contents, it was natural that he should now" 
answer the question : " Are we still Christians ? " with an outspoken 
" No ; " for we who live in this i^e have unquestionably outgrown— 
I all of us, though in varying degrees— the old view of the world on 
which the dogma of the Church is built. This is apparent from tie 
one fact that we adhere to the Copemican system which turns the 
old view of the world upside down. But as the central life of the 
mature man is the same as that of the boy, widely as the thoughts 
which fill the man's mind differ from the fancies of the boy ; bo it 
may well be that the same rehgious spirit which in Jesus and the 
■apostles called the Church into existence may still be the soul of 
Christendom to-day, even though it now clothes its religious life in 
quite different forms of thought. If it be the case, as is geneiallf I 
conceded at least in ihcsi, that Christianity is not identical with thp 
set of dogmatic propositions belonging to any particular period of 
the Church, but transcends these as every living principle transcends 
the forms in which it appears, then it is not legitimate to measure 
the degree of Christianity of any age by its agreement with the dog- 
matic tenets of earlier periods. Strauss's answer to the second ques- 
tion : " Have we still Rehgion ? " is vague and uncertain. Yes, he 
answers, in so far as we acknowledge, if not a personal God, yet a 
universe full of reason and goodness, and regard it with thankful 
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confidence, with piety. But " reason and goodness " are C[ualitie9 
of mind, and obviously can only be predicated of a subject endowed 
in some sense with mind. To attribute them tc the universe is 
meaningless, unless by the " universe " we understand (as in the 
sense of Schleiermacher's Discourses) the " Spirit of the World." 
But where are these c[ualitie3 of the Straussian " universe " to come 
from ? It ia based on no spiritual principle, nor governed by any 
such principle ; it is nothing but the sum of the material atoms, and 
the result of their blind mechanism. For in the third section : 
" How do we understand the world ? " Strauss embraces an un- 
qualified mechanical materialism, in which by the aid of the Dar- 
winian hypothesis the last trace of ideal potencies, the teleology 
which is immanent, is put aside and tlie world regarded as a huge 
piece of clockwork, composed of material forces which act blindly 
and without an aim. Combined with such a position, the faint re- 
mainder of an ideal view of the world contained in reverence for a 
" reasonable and benevolent universe," ia nothing but a flagrant 
inconsistency. 

A similar inconsistency is to be remarked in the moral prin- 
ciples developed in the fourth section : " How do we order out life ? " 
It is finely said, and commands onr full assent when Strauss says, 
that moral action is a self-determination of the individual according 
to the idea of the race, that the sum of all morality is never to forget 
at any moment that you are a man and not a mere nature-being, and 
that in man nature strives not oidy upwards but even beyond her- 
self, so that man is called not only not to fall back into the beast 
but to become something ever better and better, and if be cannot as 
a nature-being quite escape from the struggle for existence, yet to 
ennoble it in aceotdauce with his higher powers, and to soften it by 
remembering how the members of the race belong to, and are mutu- 
ally indebted to, each other. But what is this ? We were told in the 
preceding section that the world is built up on nothing but blind 
material forces, and that its aim is to be sought in the struggle for 
existence. How, then, can nature strive in man to get beyond her- 
Belt and so be bent on denying her own essence? And how can 
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man attain to an " idea of the race," and recognise in it the biglier 
law, to which he is to subordinate the all-embracing law of nature 
contained in the struggle for existence ? We can conceive no more 
crying contradiction than to base such an ideal moral principle oa 
such a materialism. The position is neither one thing nor another, 
and cannot be maintained. Either the mechanism of the atomic 
forces is the power which creates the world, and the struggle for 
existence the law which shapes it ; and then man's life also knows 
nothing but the pressure of various natural impulses, and the law of 
the stronger ; or if we recognise in the moral law a will of the whole 
which presents to the individual will a binding authority and a con- 
necting unity, then this will of the whole must stretch back into tbe 
basis of the world, and form part of the cause of our being, and be 
recognised as an ordering spiritual principle transcending the multi- 
plicity of individual forces. On the way of materialism, Strauss ia 
not able to attain to a monistic view of the world. His view of the 
world breaks down at the moat important point, breaks into two 
halves which are absolutely irreconcilable with each other ! 

The line struck out by Feuerbach and Strauss was largely fol- 
lowed by the " Young-Hegelians," who, in the beginning of the 
forties gathered about the Halle or German Jahrbiicber, edited by 
Echt€rmeyer and Euge. Their strength lay from the first rather in 
talented and witty criticism than in original production, and witii 
the increasing vigour of philosophical and political endeavour about 
that time they lost all importance for science. Arnold Knge, tbft 
principal representative of this radical philosophy, published at ft, 
later date (1869), Discourses on Religion, its origin and decay, 
dressed to the Cidtioated aTnong its Respecters — a work announced 
its title as a companion to or parody on Schleiermacher's Discowi 
on Religimi, to tlis Cultivated among its Contemners. Bnt Euge' 
Discourses, pretentious as they are, contain nothing that is not ins 
nificant and superficial. On the essence of religion, the distinguial 
ing features of the historical religions, the influence of reli^ 
on the rest of human Hfe, we bear nothing, nothing at least 
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what ia one-sided and perverted. The truth shown by recent mytho- 
logical investigations that the gods were originally personified nature- 
powers, is announced as a tremendous discovery, and the precipitate 
conclusion is at once drawn, as if it were a thing admitting of no 
question, that religion, having begun with the mythology of nature, 
ia nothing more than mythology of natiu'e or fairy-tale, which must 
disappear as the secrets of nature become known. In the course of 
his work, it further occurs to him that in the deities of certain reli- 
gions we are dealing not merely with nature, with meteorological and 
astronomical Miirchen, but also with human ideals, and in an appen- 
dix he speaks with great confidence of this " necessary union of 
humanism and naturalism in all rehgions " as his original discovery, 
which only suggested itself, however, as he was ■writing out his dis- 
courses. The latter circumstance may perhaps explain how a num- 
ber of sentences remain standing in the book which contradict that 
discovery, speak of every religion as simply a nature-religion, and 
make every deity, the Christian as well as the rest, a nature-being 
of fabulous character. It may explain further how the inner relation 
of these two sides, the change of which fills up the history of reli- 
gion, is scarcely spoken of at all. Had it pleased the author, instead 
of pouring out cheap tirades about religious Marchen and modern 
" illumination " to realise to himself the psychological motives on 
which the belief in deities was based from the first, he would no 
doubt have found that the impulse and the instinct of reason were 
at work in the formation of myths even in the earliest times, and 
sought to recognise what is highest in man as at the same time the 
supreme power in the world, to trace in and above nature the pre- 
sence of a spirit like man's, and by this faith and the service of this 
higher power to rise to a higher, to a moral existence. Had he seen 
this, the author would have been led further to conclude that as it 
was in the beginning, so it is now and ever shall be, that the moral 
realisation of the true, the beautiful, and the good in man's life must 
of necessity seek to support itself by believing in a reality of the 
true and the good above man, and hence that the cuUus of science, 
art, and politics, cannot, as Huge holds with Strauss, thrust out reli- 
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; must, on the contrary, i 
its foandation. 

All these attempts of idealistic atheists to set the worship of cnl- 
tnre in the place of belief in God and worship of God, are marked 

by a style of thought curionaly wanting in thoroughness and defi- 
niteness. As against snch a mode of treatment, a robuster style of 
I linking such as that of Max Stimer is quite right in insisting that 
i'One of the alternatives be chosen : Either the true and good is ante- 
cedent to human thonght and action, and exists in itself; then it is 
the attribute of a superhuman spirit or God existing independently, 
and as such is a legitimate object of religious adoration and moral 
devotion to spirits like ours made in the image of God : or tlie , 
true and good is only set up by this and that individual, then it ia 
not a transcendent, eternal tiling at aU, it is no longer above ns bat J 
under us, and there is no longer any reason for offering it adoration, I 
service, or sacrifice. There is no sufficient reason for the practioiJ 
Tecognition of the divine as the true and good or as moral ideal, s 
I long as it does not rest on the theoretical recognition of the divinaJ 
1 independent self-esisting reality, and a power all must obey,! 
that is, on a religious belief in God, in whatever way it may be 
formulated. Take away this foundation, and moral idealism is 
■ entirely in the air, and destitute, for practice, of any guarantee of 
I its substantiality and durability. In spite of all the advances of 
'■culture the old words will continue true, that the fear of the Lord ia 
the beginning of wisdom ! 



A similar development to that now described took place in 
France ami England during the same period in the rise of the "Posi-J^ 
tive l-'hiloaophy." This philosophy is essentially and fundamenUdln 
irreligious, but it makes incuraions on the province of religion whid 
are worthy of attention. On the theoretical side it is a renewal c 
a continuation of the mechanical materialism of the encyclopedist^ 
of the preceding century, one of whom, Turgot, advanced ia his \ 
tory of the progress of the human mind the very theory of the th) 
views of the world, the mythological, the metaphysical, and ttU 
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mechanical (mathematical), which forma the kernel of the system of 
AugusteComte. The only new feature with Comte is that the theory 
is now applied to the consideration of social life, and a communistic 
philanthropic ideal of society erected on this basis. This union of a 
ttathematical intellectualism, issuing in barren atheism, with an en- 
thusiastic social idealism, was the peculiar work of Auguste Comte, 
who, professionally a mathematician and physicist, had become early in 
life a disciple of Saint-Simon. To the vague, dreaming, and mystical 
theories of this religious communist, he supplied a scientific substruc- 
tnre in his voluminous work, Gours de pAUosophie positive (1830-1843). 
The foundation and the hinge of the system is repugnance to all 
metaphysical speculation ; a repugnance derived from Saint-Simon, 
with whom it was the natural instinct of a disposition exclusively 
practical and sentimental, Comte sets out from the position that the 
B object of science is the positive, i.e. facts which we know from 
experience ; and these consist exclusively of relative jiheiio-mena, 
relatious and occurrences which we perceive with our senses, and 
from the similarity and the regulai- recurrence of which we abstract 
certain " general fact-s," the systematic setting together of which 
constitutes the different sciences. Of the causes of the phenomena 
we can know nothing, nor certainly of a supreme and absolute 
cause. There is, Comte says, " only one absolute principle ; that 
there is nothing absolute." Let it be remarked that Comte does 
not, like his more cautious followers in England, Stuart Mill and 
Herbert Spencer, distinguish between the non-existence of the 
absolute for our knowledge (its unkuowableness) and its non- 
existence in itself (its impossibility) ; to him the one and the other go 
together, it is a simple matter of course that what is unthinkable is 
also unreal. This shows a right and proper confidence in the power 
and validity of out thought : but with Comte this confidence does 
not flow from self-assurance gained by a critico-specnlative victory 
over scepticism, it is the pure undisturbed naivete of an empiricism 
which at once regards the phenomena of sense as realities — an em- 
I piricism which, as we learn from many examples in history, assumes 
I a toue of the greatest assurance in its affirmations and denials just 
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when it is most ouconscioiis of the fact that its ovn position is with- 
ont any foundation. The awakening from this position in scepticism 
marks in every instance the beginning of the process of seK-inqniiy 
which leads to well-grounded belief. 

The " positive philosophy " which inquires only into facts, i.t. the 
relations of phenomena in space aod time, and not into causes, is 
according to Comte the third and highest position to which the 
human mind attains in the knowledge of the world, the theological 
and the metaphysical positions having first been passed throngh. At 
first man explained the phenomena of nature as the operations of 
causes like man, or of spirits which he called gods because he held 
them to be active beings of superior power, and dreaded the more, 
the less he was able to understand theii operations. That was 
the first stage of philosophy, the theological But as time 
went on the thoughtful came to see that the phenomena of nature 
which take place regularly and are repeated without change could 
not be the work of beings who acted arbitrarily and changeably; 
tiiey therefore substituted for the personal gods of theolt^cal 
philosophy the impersonal " entities " of metaphysics ; they ex- 
plained motion by motive force, its cause, life by vital force, fire by 
fire-stuff, light and heat from the illuminating and the heating 
forces, etc. These are pure abstractions which explain nothing and 
are simply generic names for the phenomena to be e-xplained. In so 
far as they are represented as the operative causes of phenomena, 
they are merely weak copies of the supernatural causes of the 
theological philosophy. The epoch of "metaphysical philosophy" 
thus forms the transition from the theological to the positive philo- 
sophy of which. Comte claims to be himself the founder. It do» 
not go back to unknown and indefinite causes, either of a persoi 
or of an abstract nature, causes whose working cannot be accurat 
traced or measured, and which render impossible any idea of nati 
laws, and therefore of science. It limits itself to investigat 
the natural and discernible conditions under which the phenomei 
generally occur. Its aim is to make us lords of nature or at li 
independent of nature, teaching us to modify the processes of nati 
or at least to foresee them, so fiia.^ "«e ma,-^ &.x-t^'&.%<i owe litsxidoflt 
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accordance witli them. I"or this purpose it is quite enough to know 
under what circumstances each phenomenon occurs. The general 
facts that certain things take place under certain conditions are 
what are metaphorically called laws of nature. Stuart Mill (here also 
more cautious than Comte, the naive Empiricist) prefers to call them 
the " natural uniformities," thus remaining more strictly within the 
lange of facts and keeping free from any idea of a necessary depend- 
ence. The laws of nature for each class of objects form when taken 
together a special science, and the comhination of these special 
sciences with the obserration of the relations of the laws of one 
science to those of the others, forms the univeraal science or 
(positive) philosophy. As in Comte's view there is no other reality 
than sense -phenomena, and every existence represented outside of 
these, whether called matter or spirit, soul, force, or God, is nothing 
but a chimaira, there can be no philosophy with objects of its own in 
addition to the phenomena dealt with by the particular sciences ; 
and philosophy can only be the systematic combination of all the 
separate scieuces. 

As for the relations of the different sciences to each other, they 
are only distinguished — so at least Comte taught in his earlier, 
purely " objective " position — by the greater simplicity or complex- 
uess of their objects. The simpler their facts are the more universally 
valid are they ; the more complex the facts the more restricted is the 
validity of the science. In the first stage stands mathematics ; for 
number, extension, form are the simplest things nature shows us ; 
hence the precision and the universal validity of mathematics. At 
the highest stage stands the social science, for the relations of men 
are the most complex of all phenomena, hence the difficulty of dis- 
covering its laws. Yet the more complex and the most complex 
phenomena of the higher spheres of Kfe are ultimately no more than 
readjustments of the simplest mathematical relations. Now as all 
propositions of geometry admit of beiug reduced to propositions of 
arithmetic, so the problem at which science must labour, though it 
never can hope fully to solve it, is by an exhaustive analysis to 
reduce all phenomena, even those of the highest departments, to the 
simplest facts on which mathematics rest, e.g. fVte\a"« oi wt■J:^"\^aJ:\^i^y. 
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The positive philosophy accordingly would be, if completed, nothing 
but a mathematical and mechanical explanation of the world and 
all its parts, Comte, it is true, doubts if such a science can be 
attained, and even condemns the precipitate reduction of the 
characteristic phenomena of organic life to merely physical and 
chemical elements. He utters a warning against extending tlie 
lower sphere beyond its own limits so that the higher is loat in 
it, and its new and peculiar features disregarded. But in this 
confession that the mathematical calculus is not adequate to the, 
explanation of biological phenomena Comte is far from 
a proof that there are any higher principles and laws at woi 
in the higher sphere. Soul or spirit is never any more than 
metaphysical abstraction to him, and psychological phenomena he 
simply traces to physiological antecedents. We cannot therefore 
blame those (some of them are Comte 's own adherents) who hold 
this philosophy of positivism to be identical with materialism ; though 
Comte declined the term as vmscieutific, reckoning the notion of 
matter to be one of the metaphysical fictions, this does not change 
the mechanical and materialistic character of his system. We can 
only say of this materialism that it is superficial and incurable be- 
cause the principle of it is not distinctly set forth. 

But it is impossible not to ask what right such a superficial 
empiricism has to call itself philosophy, nay the highest philosophy, 
the consummation of philosophy, an empiricism which takes the 
phenomena of sense for realities without any inquiry, without con- 
sidering that we find these phenomena primarily only as ideas in ont 
consciousness, or asking how we arrive at these ideas, or what 
part our own activity has in giving rise to them? — an empiri- 
cism moreover which speaks incessantly of "laws of nature" 
and takes for granted as a matter of course that these laws are 
constant and always vahd, without thinking for a moment whether 
there is anywhere in the matter of experience such a thing to be 
found as a law, a necessity in the nexus of events ? whether these 
very notions, causality, necessity, universal validity, are not of such 
a nature as entirely to transcend all empirical induction, vluci 
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never can do more than state a number of individual cases, and to 
point convincingly to a source that is above experience, a priori, or 
seated in ourselves? Simply to ignore questions and objections of 
this sort is a naivet(5 which since the days of Berkeley, Hume, and 
Kant is not permitted to philosophers. In the preface to his 
Catechism Comte speaks of Hume and Kant as his principal pre- 
decessors, and says that positivism is the systematic working out of 
Kant's fundamental ideas : but this only shows, how little he 
understood these philosophers, as he never clearly realised the 
problems on which their thinking turns, far less understood the 
mode of solution pointed out by Kant's energetic rationalism. 

So much had to be said as to the character of the poaitiviat 
mode of thought, which in an age weary of thought like oura is 
widely diffused. As for Comte's religious theory, it answers both 
in the pretension of its views and in their correctness to what the 
character of the philosophy, as we have described it, would lead us 
to expect. "We gladly recognise it as an improvement that from his 
first mechanical physical positivism Corate passed at a later period 
(under the influence of various experiences of life) to a moral posi- 
tivism, or that, as he himself expresses it, he advanced from the 
" objective method," which explains aR things, man as well as the 
rest, from the object, from things, to the " subjective method " which 
pursues an opposite course and explains the world from man, from 
man's moral feelings. This might seem to indicate a turn such as 
was executed in the history of philosophy by Kant. But for such a 
change Comte was too destitute of fixed connection of the various 
lines of thought The new subjective method worked out by him in 
hie Syst&me de politique positive (1861-54), and hia CaUdiisine 
positive (1852), stood in no proper connection with his former 
materiahstic positivism, but was only added to it as an external 
mechanical supplement ; the physiological ti-eatment of the life of 
the soul, which formerly held the ground alone, now finding a 
strange contrast in the sketch of the pathos of unselfish love. In 
the " objective method " of the earlier period the subjective factor 
of our knowledge, the action of thought according to the laws of 
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onr reason, had been quite ignored ; while in the later views the 
moat subjective feeling of all, that of love, sympathy, living for 
others, is alone held to be valid, and all other powers, those ot 
intelligence among the rest, are completely subordinate to it. We 
do not find here any scientific proof of the moral law that tiie 
personality is to be subjected to " sociability," egoism to " altruism," 
any more than any proof was brought forward at the earlier stage of 
the right of the understanding to think of phenomena under the 
form of laws. Here as there the indispensable requirement rf 
scientific method is wanting, namely the legitimation of the pro- 
cedure adopted before the forum of thinking reason which alone can 
sanction it. In the former case, however, this was wanting, because 
thought had aurrendei-ed to things, and imagined itself to receive its 
law from them ; in the present case it is wanting because thought 
has surrendered to feeling, and finds its sole law in the particular 
feeling of love which happens at this time to rale the mood of the 
positivist — a procedure the arbitrariness of which in point of form ia 
not condoned by the superior character of the contents. 

Under the influence of this mood Comte's philosophy changed 
more and more into a religion — a religion, it is true, which possesses 
□either God nor soul, but in their place a chief fetish and various 
other fetishes, and seeks its ideal for the worship of these mainly in 
the mysticism of the Middle Ages. The old religions, among 
which Comte assigns the highest place to Catholicism, were theo- 
logical : his new religion professes to be " sociological," i.e. it takes 
humanity for its supreme object, the one human race embracing in 
itself all peoples and tribes, which he calls " the great being." 
Humanity has its origin in the earth, and so the earth is placed 
beside it as the second deity, under the name of " the great Fetish.' 
With regard to the earth too, a question arises as to the cause of its 
being and its motion ; and as the higher in which the earth existi 
space is added to humanity and the earth as the great mean 
(milieu), the third in the Comtian trinity thus occupying ; 
like the place of the great toitoise of the savage religionSj whi( 
has to support the earth. The earth which was originally liveKf 
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and mightier in all its parts than it is now, has reduced, humbled, 
sacrificed itself in order to bring forth the great being, humanity, 
and deserves for this sacrifice onr thankful adoration as the " great 
Fetish." But the most perfect object that man can worship is 
humanity itself, and in it again woman occupies the first place, 
l>ecaase the powers of feeling to which Comte now assigns the 
primacy, predominate in her. The culhis of this new religion con- 
sists in the thankful celebration of the memory of the heroes of 
humanity, who have in any sphere made any valuable contribution 
to its progress. Comte drew out a complete calendar with the names 
of the new saints of the positivist religion, which forms an appendix 
to the GaUchisme positiviste. The months (there are thirteen of 
them) are named after the most illustrious heroes : Moses, Homer, 
Aristotle, Archimedes, Ctesar, St. Paul, Charlemagne, Dante, 
Gutenberg, Shakespeare, Descartes, Frederic the Great, Bichat : the 
SvJidays are named after the heroes of the second rank, those for 
example of the first month, which is dedicated to the " old theocracy," 
after Numa, Buddha, Confucius, and Mahomet ; those of the sixth 
month (Catholicism) after Augustine, Hildebrand, St. Bernard, and 
Bossuet; those of the tenth month (modem drama) after Calderoo, 
Comeille, Moliere, Mozart ; those of the eleventh (modern philo- 
sophy) after St. Thomas, Bacon, Leibniz, and Hume. It is a 
remarkable circumstance that neither the name of Jesus, nor that of 
any of the Reformers, or Protestant theologians, is to be found in this 
pantheon of new saints ; and that German poets, artists, philosophei-s, 
and scholars, when mentioned at all, are only placed (with the 
exception of Leibniz and Mozart) among the saints of the third 
rant, whose names are attached to the days of the week, while the 
most obscure names of the Latin world are raised to stars of the 
firat magnitude. I am not led to mention this by any patriotic 
sensitiveness, but it appears to me to be very characteristic of the 
thoroughly Roman Catholic character of this atheistic religion of the 
future, a character which may also be noticed in the similarity of 
the socialistic and religions (hierocratic) mode of describing in- 
dividuals in all the details of their life with the Jesuit ideal of 



144 



PRTLOSOPBY OF RBLI6I0X. 



education and politics. It would not reward us to enter into detail 
with regard to the nonsenae in which Comte found increasing 
pleasure towards the end of his life. That he credited us Gennans 
with the least amount of receptiveness for his religion of humamtj 
is the most flattering compliment he could have paid us ; but it 
would be the raore deplorable if the progress of a thoughtless em- 
piricism should prepare the way amongst us for French positivif 
and atheism, a way of thinking so entirely un-German and 
Protestant, and which would involve a breach with the glorious 
and with the exalted mission of our race ! 



The disciples of Auguste Comte were in part more sober, i 
more prudent than the founder of Positivism. They were 
sober, inasmuch as they rejected the later sentimental religic 
tendency of their master and his attempt to found a new poaitivi* 
rehgion, and regarded it as a melancholy aberration, which showed 
bis mental strength to have given way. They were more prudent, 
inasmuch as they quaKfied his dogmatic atheism with a sceptical 
restriction, and did not declare the idea of God, as Comte did, to be 
a fiction, but a problematical notion, the reality of which could ti 
little be af&rmed as denied ; they asserted only the unknowableness, 
not, as Comte had done, the impossibility, of God. This is the posi- 
tion of J. Stuart Mill and Herbert Spencer. Mill also objected to the 
reduction of psychological phenomena to physiological proceaseii 
that is to say, against the materialism of Positivism. And fioal^ 
even the stoutest upholders of the system, such as E. Littri snt^ 
Taine, were driven to admit the indispensableneas of final causes 
the explanation of nature, thus parting with the exclusively mechani- 
cal principle of the "objective or positive method." After the 
adherents of the school had been driven to adopt such cardina! 
changes, one may well ask what remained of the whole of the posi- 
tivist philosophy which proudly claimed, when it first appeared, to 
be the inauguratioK of a new era of human thought ? Nothing, pe^ 
haps, remained but the undefined antipathy of empiricism against 
thought which goes to the toot of phenomena, or rational thought. 
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This certainly appears to be the case with regaixi to the first two 
thinkers named above, whose philosophy enjoya a great reputation 
in England 

Stuart Mill's philosophy is the revival of the empiriciam of a 
locke and a Hohbes and of the sceptieisni of a Hume. All onr 
thinking is traced by Mill, as by these precursors, to the association 
ot sensations which we find present in our minds, and with regard 
to which we presume, without knowing why, that they proceed from 
extraneous causes, called bodies. The association of these sensa- 
tions so as to form notions and judgments proceeds on the similarity 
of certain sensations to each other, and on the frequent perception 
that certain ideas are connected with each other and follow each 
other. What we call substance is only the sum of a aeries of sensa- 
ions to which, without any objective reason, we attribute a certain 
Dr is it otherwise with what we call our soul, our 
Similarly the notion of cause is based only on the circum- 
etance that in our experience certain phenomena are regularly and 
in all conditions followed by certain others. The oftener we perceive 
such a connection, with the greater probability do we anticipate its 
recurrence, but without any idea of a necessity inherent in the thing 
itself. Such a necessity Mill as a consistent empiricist rejects even in 
mathematical propositions (which it is well known determined Kant 
in favour of the rationalistic a priori theory). According to Mill 
the proposition that the radii of a circle are all equal is only ap- 
proximately true, and the fact that 2x3 has always turned out to 
4 in our past experience, does not do away with the possibility 
that on another planet or in future ages on this one it may be other- 
wise. The reason why we attribute so high a degree of certainty to 
mathematical axioms is, according to Mill, simply that they belong 
to our earliest and most familiar experiences. In short, logical 
neceasity, the basis of all scientific certainty, is completely done 
sway with and reduced to a relative probability based on habit. 
On this footing the reality of what is before our minds, of the 
■world and of our own soul, remains quite problematical ; causality 
being limited to the mere association of sensations in the con- 
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sciousneBS, and its reference to anything beyond the subject denied. 
there is no longer any warrant for assuming external causes. 

In hia unlogical logic. Mill denies to reason any autonomous and 
prodnctive activity of its own in the formation of our knowledge, 
and degrades it to a mere association of sensations. Similarly in 
his immoral morals (Utilitarianism) he denies the autonomons le^ 
lation of reason, and substitutes for it the motive of interest right 
understood. Here he argues rather with Hobbes and Bentham thi 
with Comte, whose " altruism " is immeasurably nobler than 
utilitarianism, only that it had no organic connection with tJie 
mises of the positivist system. We may say, indeed, that Mill 
the practical consequences of positivism more correctly than tk 
originator of that philosophy. The principle of his morality is one 
which has been well known from Epicureanism downwards, thai 
happiness is the only aim to be desired for its own sake. The means 
of happiness are of various kinds ; but the difference between them 
ia only quantitative, those are to be preferred which furnish greater 
enjoyment. But as the sympathetic disposition of man brings it 
about that the happiness of others augments his own, and the un- 
happiness of others gives him pain, therefore. Mill holds with 
Bentham, the pursuit of our own happiness embraces the furtherance 
of that of others, and the principle stated above must be extended to 
this, that the pursuit of the greatest possible happiness of all is the 
highest task of every individual But though the principle of happi- 
ness is thus extended, the egoistic position is still expressly adheied 
to ; " There can be no other reason for desiring the general happiness 
than that each man desires his own happiness, so far as it is attmn- 
able." 

On this basis there can be no question of virtue or of duty in 3 
purely moral sense. Virtue is only that mode of action which beat 
knows how to combine a man's own happiness with that of otheis, 
and being thus a means of happiness it may itself be regarded as a 
good, just as money, power, honour, and the like are indirect goods, 
namely, as means towards enjoyment. But a self-less virtue whick 
loves the good for its own sake, and forgets itself in devotion tfti 
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duty in the service of the general welfare, and even sacrifices its 
own existence, such a virtne — and surely no other is entitled to the 
name — is from the utilitarian point of view a thing without mean- 
ing, as Mill himself indicates when he calls such a way of thinking 
and acting a blind generosity, the real occurrence of which is yet 
very useful to society ! If duty be the obligation to do certain 
thin^ and leave undone certain others, an obligation universal, un- 
conditioned, which puts forward its claim, and is to be considered 
valid, quite independently of personal inclination and aversion, it is 
clear that on the ground of the morals of self-interest there is no 
room for such an ethical idea. We can only have, in its place, the 
description of what is considered proper or of the custom seen to pre- 
vail ; but we can never obtain from this an obligatory moral standard 
for the action of individuals, but at most a rule of prudence, which 
does not in the least prevent egoism from allowing itself an excep- 
tion whenever it desires one. How infinitely higher than this 
pedlar's molality of interest is Shaftesbury's principle of moral 
beauty, of unselfish enthusiasm and love ! From such an ideal point 
of view a Shaftesbury could find some faults witli the form Christian 
morality had assumed in the course of history ; and that we could 
understand. But when a Stuart Mill carps from his utilitarian 
point of view at the ideality of Christian morality, we are involun- 
tarily reminded of the parable of the mote and the beam. 

Thus in his logic and his morals Mill resolves objective truth 
and the necessity of reason into fortuitous combinations of sensations 
and desires. In the same way in dealing witli religion, at least in 
bis earlier period (we shall afterwards remark on his changed atti- 
tude at a later time), be does not inquire as to its truth, but only as 
to its utility, its value for social and individual life. His interesting 
essay on the UtUily of Religion^ opens with the question whether, 
when religious convictions have generally become unstable as they 

' The gecoQil of the Time tVan.vs on lieliijioit, collepted and publisiieil after the 
author'8 deatli, by H. Taylor (Beooud edition: London, 1874). The iirefatory 
note of the editor tcllB iia that the «eoond essay wiis written in the fifties, while the 
third, on Theism, was only oompoaeil iu 1870, which may account for the difference 
between thera. 
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now have, it may not be time to inquire whether the great expense i 

of intellectual labour hithei-to incurred in keeping up the faith 
has produced any corresponding advantage to human happiness, ot 
whether thia end would not be better served by an open acknow- 
ledgment that certain things are inaccessible to our mental faculties, 
and by turning these faculties to the strengthening and widening o£ . 
those other sources of virtue and happiness which do not need thej 
support or sanction of supernatural doctrines ? This question, in- 1 
deed, he goes on, is not so easy to answer as many freethinkers anl 
inclined to believe ; for the possibility is not to be denied that leii- j 
gion, though not intellectually tenable, may yet be morally useful:! 
in fact, this must be admitted not only to have been the case in UlA 
earlier ages, but still to be the case for certain peoples and indJ 
viduals. But is it the case generally and for all times ? This is Ud 
question to be examined ; and for this end he proposes to inquiin 
whether a belief in religion regarded as a mere conviction, apam 
from the question of its truth, is indispensable to the temporal wel- 
fare of mankind ? Is the utility of faith essential and tinivereal, or 
local, temporary, and in a certain sense accidental ? and could nol 
the advantages which accompany it be attained in some other way, 
without the great evils by which these advantages are neutralised 
even in the best form of belief t 

In this inquiry he does not bring up against religion those enor- 
mities which were perpetrated in earlier ages under her name. From 
these pollutions, the lamentable result of her identification with bad 
moral doctrines, religion has purified and is purifying herself. His 
Eoakes it the more possible to consider whether the useful properties 
of religion are exclusively inherent in it, or whether their benefits 
can be obtained without it ? It is customary to extol the usefulnns 
of religious belief as a means of social wellbeing. But here an im- 
portant distinction is commonly overlooked. It is usual to credit 
religion as such with the whole of the power inherent in any system 
of moral duties inculcated by education and enforced by opinit 
Education and public opinion — these only are the gi-eat power 
human life, and religion only appears so powerful because she 
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thia great power at her disposal. Religious obligation when not 
enforced by public opinion produces scarcely any effect on conduct, 
as, for example, in the estimation formed of duelling or of illicit 
sexual intercourse on the part of men— a clear proof, Mill thinks, 
that the motive by which education acta is not so much the fear of 
God &3 the fear of society. He finds a further proof of this in his- 
tory, Greek education was entirely independent of religion, and 
yet produced a strong sense of duty to the community ; while the 
Jews were continually threatened by their spiritual guides with 
divine punishment, and yet their history was a mere succession of 
lapses into Paganism. And as for rewards and punishments in 
another world, such as Christianity announces, they are not calcu- 
lated to have any strong effect on conduct. This comes partly from 
their indefiniteness, from the want of vividness in the happiness or 
pain spoken of, partly from their uncertainty and from the hope that 
a man will be able in some way to escape them. All this, however, 
as Mill himself admits, is far from settling the cLuestiou as to the 
value of religion. He is well aware that the moat high-minded of its 
votaries do not insist on it as a social instrument to supplement 
human laws, a more cunning sort of poHce, but hold that the best of 
mankind absolutely require religion for the perfection of their own 
character, since it alone teaches the higher human morality, which 
was unknown to the legislators and philosophers of antiquity. In 
particular, he concedes that some of the precepts of Clirist as exhi- 
bited in the Gospels brought some kinds of moral goodness to a 
greater height than had ever been attempted before, a goodness 
which, once acknowledged by good men, can never again be lost to 
the world. On the other hand, such doctrines first gained accept- 
ance on the supposition of their being supematnrally revealed, and 
why should their acceptance continue bound to such an assumption ? 
Mill is so far from thinking this necessary, that this appears to him 
to be the weakest point of religious morality. Wherever morality 
is supposed to be of supernatural origin, morality is stereotyped, and 
thus becomes incapable of adapting itself to the changing circum- 
atances of society. 
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But it is said that belief in the superuatural has an abiding root 
in an ideal need of human nature. This Mill by no means denies ; he 
himself shows in a striking way how religion and poetry both supply 
the same want, that of ideal conceptions, grander and more beautiful 
than we see realised in the prose of human life. Eeligion differs 
from poetry in ascribing to these imaginative conceptions of poetry 
reality in the other world ; it is the poetry of the supernatural com- 
bined with a positive belief and expectation of its reality. " Eehef 
in a God or Gods and in a life after death becomes the canvas which 
every mind according to its capacity covers with such ideal pictures 
as it can either invent or copy. So long as human life is insufficient 
to satisfy human aspirations, so long there will be a craving for 
higher things, which finds its most obvious satisfaction iu religion. 
So long as earthly life is full of sufferings, so long there will be need 
of consolations, which the hope of heaven affords to the selfish, the 
love of God to the tender and grateful." 

This sounds so well, that we might imagine our sceptic to have '■ 
changed under our hands into a warm apologist. It is only in ap- 
pearance, however, that this is so. For after acknowledging the value i 
of religion to be indisputable " as a source of personal satisfactioii 
and of elevated feelings," be goes on to ask " whether in order to> 
obtain this good it is necessary to travel beyond the boundaries <£ 
the world which we inhabit, or whether the idealisation of out 
earthly life, the cultivation of a high conception of what it may bq 
made, is not capable of supplying a poetry, and in the best sense oi 
the word a religion equally fitted to exalt the feelings, and (with tlw 
same aid from education) still better calculated to ennoble the con- 
duct than any belief concerning the unseen powers?" If thia be 
said to be impossible on account of the shortness of human life, he 
points out that the life of the human species is practically equivalenfc 
to endlessness : and being combined with indefinite capability of im" 
provement offers to the imagination and sympathies a large enoogji 
object to satisfy any reasonable demand for grandeur of aspiratioiu 
If such an object appears small to a mind accustomed to dream of 
infinite and eternal beatitudes, it will expand into far other dimensioiu 
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when those baseless fancies sliall have receded into the paet. If we 
consider how ardent a sentiment, under favourable circumstances of 
education, the love of country became to the ancienta, we cannot 
judge it impossible that the love of that larger country the world, 
' may be nursed into similar strength, both as a source of elevated 
. emotion and as a principle of duty. A morality grounded on large 
and wise views of the good of the whole, neither sacrificing the indi- 
vidual to the aggregate nor the a^'egate to the individual, hut 
giving to duty on the one hand, and to freedom and spontaneity on 
the other, their proper province, would derive its power in the supe- 
rior natures tvom sympathy and benevolence and the passion for 
ideal excellence, and in the inferior also from the superadded sense 
of shame. This exalted morality would not depend for its ascend- 
ancy on any hope of reward, hut the reward which might be looked 
for, and the thought of which would he a consolation in suffering 
and a support in moments of weakness, would be the consciousness 
of the approbation of aU those, dead or living, whom we admire or 
venerate. Such feelings could not be designated merely as morality ; 
they are a real religion, for the essence of religion is " the strong 
and earnest direction of the emotions and desires towards an ideal 
object, recognised as of the highest excellence, and as rightly para- 
mount over all selfish objects of desire." 

Measured by the standard of ethical idealism, the religion of 
humanity of positivism is to he preferred to all the supernatural 
religions. This is what Mill now seeks to prove by a criticism of 
the latter in respect of their moral and intellectual value. The 
radical inferiority even of the best of the supernatural religions, as 
compared with the religion of humanity, he holds to be established 
by the fact that their promises of rewards and threats of punishment 
strengthen the selfish interest, and thus become one of the most 
serious obstacles of moral cultm-c, the great purpose of which is to 
etrengthen the unselfish and weaken the selfish element in our 
nature : a proposition which is in the highest degree surprising in a 
moralist who upholds utility, aud who more decidedly than any one 
since Epicunis makes utility the sole principle of morality. We 
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should concede the right to any other rather than to him to set up 
aa a critic of Christian morality, and to decide the question of the 
bearing of eschatological views on the idealism of religion, a question 
which must always be the object of earnest consideration for the 
thinker, but the answer to which is by no means so simple as those 
think who fail to distinguish between the husk and the kernel ofa 
religion, or between a man's practical attitude and Ms theory. The 
eecoud defect which appears to Mill to be an immense abatement 
from the value of the old religions as means of elevating and im- 
proving human character, is that they can only produce their beat 
moral effects where there is a certain torpidity, if not a positive 
twist, in the intellectual faculties. For it is impossible for any one 
who habitually thinks, and who is unable to blunt his inquirioi; 
intellect by sophistry, to go on ascribing absolute perfection to the 
author and ruler of so clumsily made and capriciously governed & 
creation as this planet and the Hfe of its inhabitants. As loi^ is 
we are called on to believe that the author of nature and the author 
of the Sermon on the Mount are the same being, we are involved 
in moral perplexities without end : since the ways of this Deity b 
Nature are on many occasions totally at variance with the precepts 
of the same Deity in the Gospel. But if we seek to escape from 
this embarrassment by declaring the purposes of providence to be 
mysterious, and its justice and goodness to be other than the justice 
and goodness which we know and which it befits us to practise, tJie 
worship of the Deity ceases to be the adoration of moral peiiection, 
and becomes the bowing down to the gigantic image of something 
not fit for us to imitate. It is the worship of power only. To theae 
difficulties, which belong to the nature of the theistic belief in God 
generally, there are to be added some which are peculiar to the 
Christian doctrine, e.g., that God created the majority of men 
the certain foreknowledge that he was creating them for el 
damnation in hell. This represents his character as most 
and horrible. The doctrines of original sin and vicarious atonei 
may belong rather to the Apostle Paul and nob be originally Christ 
But there is one moral contradiction, inseparable from every form: 
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Christianity, wliicli no ingenuity can resolve ; that the good God 
should have extended only to a minority and by special grace the 
one thing needful, the divine remedy for sin and suflering, which it 
would have cost the Divine giver as little to have vouchsafed to all. 
Add to this that the Divine message has been authenticated by 
credentials so insufficient, that they fail to convince a large proportion 
of the strongest and most cultivated minds, and the difficulty of the 
belief in the perfect goodness and wisdom of such a God is much 
increased. A simple faith in the one God of Nature and of the 
Gospels is only possible to one who fixes his attention exclusively on 
what is beautiful and beneficent in the precepts and spirit of the 
Gospel and in the dispensations of nature, and puts all that is the 
reverse entirely aside ; it can only co-exist, as was said above, with a 
torpid and inactive state of the intellectual facidtiea. 

After this critical review of Christian doctrine, which only 
deviates markedly in one point from the broad way of general 
rationalistic criticism. Mill surprises us at the close of his discussion 
by indicating a certain compromise between his positiviat religion 
of humanity and the old theistic faitli. If, he says, we resign irre- 
vocably the idea of an omnipotent creator, and regard the world as 
the product of a struggle between Divine wisdom and goodness and 
an intractable matter, as was believed by Plato, or a principle of 
evil as the Manichjeans taught ; and if we regard the final triumph 
of good over evil aa the end fixed by the plan of providence ; against 
the moral tendency of such a creed no possible objection can lie. 
The evidence for it, indeed, is too shadowy, and the promises it holds 
out too uncertain, to admit of its being a permanent substitute for 
the religion of humanity ; but the two may be held in conjunction, 
and he to whom ideal good and the progress of the world toward it 
are already a religion, even though that other creed may seem to 
him a belief not grounded on evidence, is at liberty to indulge the 
pleasing and encouraging thought that its truth is possible. For 
there is nothing to hinder the sceptic from planting the ample 
domain of the imagination with possibilities, with hypotheses which 
cannot be known to he false, which appear to be favoured by many 
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appearances of nature, which by theit favourable influence ou the 
feelings acquire a just claim to toleration, and yet are far from 
amounting to real convictions. It must be conceded that super- 
natural religion affords a firmer conviction, especially with regard to 
the life after death ; but it is very questionable whether the want of 
this conviction is so serious a loss to the sceptic as most people 
appear to think. In many cases, such as the loss of dear friendaj 
the comfort of such a conviction must be incalculable. Yet it is not 
only possible but prabable that in a higher and happier condition of 
human life, human nature will be content with the present, and ceaat' 
to desire a future in another world. 

Such is the result arrived at by the positivist thinker in his 
inquiry as to the " utility " of religion. Its practical value is on 
the whole frankly acknowledged, but as to the question of its truth 
his attitude is partly that of denial, partly of indifference ; its practical 
utility appears to him to he so independent of its truth, as to be 
attainable as well or even better through an atheistic religion rf 
humanity, which, however, is not incompatible with certain vague 
theistic possibilities and hypotheses. This position, however, appeara 
to have failed to prove permanently satisfactory even to so cool & 
thinker as Mill was. Perhaps he came to feel that the most impor- 
tant quality of an opinion on any momentous subject is its trvik 
or falsity, and that it can never cease to be an imperative duty b 
deal with the subject-matter of religion as a strictly scientififl 
question, and to test its evidences by the same strictly scientifio! 
methods and principles as are applied in other sciences. He 
proposes, therefore, to inquire into the objective truth of the docttioQ 
of the existence and the attributes of God.-" When the problem i 
stated in this way and the possibility contemplated of its scientifiil 
solution, the position of scepticism, and therefore also of positivism 
is, it is clear, abandoned. The decisive question is no longer that (rf 
subjective utility, but that of objective truth ; and religion is thu* 
raised above the unsettled waves of subjectivity with its fortuitona 

' Introiluction to third EBas.y,Thdimt, which, as was remarked above, 
about the year 1870, at least ten yeara after the Essay on the Ui'lUy of BeUgvMi. 
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■feelings aud wishes, and reinstated in her own dignity, replaced on 
lier own foundation. And in accordance with this more respectful 
I attitude to the religious problem, the solution now turns out very 
differently from before. Formerly, belief in God was counted among 
those pictures and vague images, possible but quite unfounded, with 
which imagination fills up the empty surface of our ignorance ; but 
TTB have now an admission of the necessity of the thought of a God 
who governs the world in accordance with unchangeable laws. Mill 
only requires us to adopt a different view of the relation of God to 
the course of the world from that of the traditional theiatic belief in 
providence. What he indicated at the earlier stage as a possible 
compromise with the belief in God appears to have grown up in the 
intei-val into a positive conviction. 

He holds God to be not the almighty Creator of the world, but 
only the Former of the matter of the world, which he did not create ; 
his power was limited by the conditions inherent in the nature of 
this matter. This limitation of his power may explain the manifold 
imperfection of his work, which side by side with undeniable traces 
of the wisdom aud goodness of its aiTanger yet also shows so many 
evils of every kind that it cannot be conceived to be the work of 
perfect omnipotence, wisdom, and goodness. Only by assuming his 
metaphysical limitation can we maintain God's moral purity and 
elevation, that being the only way in which he is not chai'geable with 
the evil and wickedness of the world as their cause. The many 
moral shortcomings and contradictions in the traditional idea of God 
flow partly from the impure moral ideas of a ruder i^e ; partly and 
more specially from the circumstance that those who regarded the 
good principle in the accustomed way as being also omnipotent, were 
obliged to impute to him contradictory attributes. If he were 
relieved of omnipotence, and no longer responsible for the whole 
course of the world, then a much purer and more consistent notion 
of the divine ideal is open to us. Even then, it is true, his purpose 
in the world is for the most part hidden to us. Experience only 
permits us to assume on this point, that the happiness of his 
creatures formed part of his wish, and was one of his intentions in 
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the formatiou of the world, but by no means the whole or the sole 
intentiou. That the work, fallea into imperiection like a defective 
machine, stands in need or a helping hand here and there, is not iu 
itfielf impoaaible, but can never be proved to be the case in any 
instance, because however extraordinary any phenomenon may be 
we Clin never be justified in assuming it to have resulted from > 
supernatural cause, and againat the order of nature, so long as we do 
not possess an acciirate and exhaustive knowledge of all natnral 
causes. Immortality, too, can as little be proved from natural 
grounds as it can be said to be impossible. It is an object of hope 
which must be left to the individual, a hope which is capable ot 
working beneficently, when as a moral motive it spurs the mind to 
action and composes it with regard to the riddles of this life. Finally, 
this peculiar thinker regards it as a valuable thought, and one which 
is only possible in conjunction with his view of God as a limited 
being, that in the struggle between the powers of good and evil n 
assists God, co-operates with God, and so helps to bring about 
victory, and that God thus needs man to iielp him and enable him 
to carry out his obstructed plan, while man is indebted to God ooly 
for the general constitution of his nature. It is in this transpositioa 
of the ordinary religious consciousness that Mill sees the " Religion 
of the Future." We cannot regard these reflections of an independent 
thinker as devoid of value and meaning, any more than we can adopt 
them as they stand. To bring the truth that is in thera into harmony 
with the absoluteness of God will be the task of speculative thought, j 
a thought which we thus see that the acutesfc intellectual argument 
requires as its necessary complement. 

We have seen that positivism was at first, in Comte himself, a 
naive empiricism, and with reference to religion that it was simply 
dogmatic atheism. In his school, again, there was developed as the 
first consequence of this position a pure scepticism which, with r^ard 
to the idea of God, took up not so much the position of denial as 
that of indifference, regarding the existence of a God as possible but 
not knowable nor practically necessary, and therefore refused to 
come to a decision on the question. This possibility finally passed 



POSITIFISM: SPENCEn. 

by degrees with Stuart Mill into a certainty, based on grounds of 
reason, of the existence of a supreme world-governing reason, which, 
however, was not an absolute power. An interesting parallel to 
this development may be seen in Herbert Spencer, at present the 
principal representative of positivism in England. He also is too 
earnest a thinker to be able to stand still at pure scepticism. He 
also opposes to Comte's dictum that the one absolute certainty is the 
non-existence of the absolute, the certainty of the existence of an 
absolute, a iirst cause. But he adheres more strictly than Mill does 
to the principles of positivism, as he holds it to be impossible to 
know what the absolute is ; as " the unknowable," he regards it as 
the mutual ground on which religion and science can meet in 
harmony. 

In the first part of his First Principles, H. Spencer seeks to prove 
two things, that we are strictly limited by the bounds of our know- 
ledge to the relative and the conditioned, but that at the same time 
it is theoretically necessary for us to assume something beyond this 
limit, or the positive existence of an absolute and unconditioned. 
The first proof is made mainly by quotations from Hamilton and 
Mansel, who thought it possible to infer the relativity and finiteness 
of every object of consciousness from the mere fact of its being an 
object, and therefore in opposition to the knowing subject. This 
argument is logically impregnable on this ground, but when these 
thinkers went on to contend that " the absolute " is not an object of 
thought, of consciousness at all, that the mere absence of the con- 
ditions under which consciousness is possible, shows it to be merely 
an expression for the negation of comprehensibility, and that thus 
no positive existence can be predicated of it, Spencer refuses to take 
this step with them. He considers that by drawing a distinction 
between definite and indefinite consciousness, he can save the naked 
existence, if no more, of the thought of the absolute. He even con- 
eiders that the reciprocal nature of the notion, appearance and 
essence, relative and absolute, involves that the one cannot be in 
our consciousness without the other, and that the one is equally valid 
and real with the other. This thought is very correct ; but it makes 
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a clean sweep of all the preceding proofs of the unknowableness of 
the absolute. This cardinal contradiction, that the " mikiwwaMi 
known after all as existing, and as the canse of phenomena, ani 
therefore is at one and the same time an object of conscionsness ai 
not an object of consciousness, is not to be spirited away for 
moment by all Spencer's laborious deductions. If, as Spenea 
stoutly maintains, we find the necessity present in our thought 
adding to conditioned appearances an unconditioned as their & 
cause, then it is impossible to see why we shoiild not be allowed 
conclude from the appearances, in which the cause "reveals" itsc 
to its essence ; why, e.g., we should only conceive this enti^ 
"power," when appearances reveal not only power, but also ordei;! 
that is reason, so that Mill considered the world-ground to be 
all the highest reason, not absolute power. Spencer also demon- 
strates the existence of the absolute in the followiug way ; We 
abstract from all the particular contents of our consciousness, 
not from that which is common to all these particulai-s, from existene 
generally : therefore existence ia the absolute which is above tlie 
particular. But he could with equal right have pointed to thought 
as that which we can never think away, which we presuppose to all 
being, and must thus posit as underlying all being ; and then he 
would have got for the absolute something more than the poor 
category of existence, namely, the rich category of mind, which 
would have rendered it suitable for an object of religion. 

The claims Spencer puts forward as to the religious value of his 
" unknowable " are no less untenable and coutradictoiy than his 
proofs of the unknowableness of its nature and the knowableness >& 
its existence. He considers that the substitution of the uuknowal 
for God not only does not make an end of religion, but elevates it 
its liighest perfection, since all finite limits are thus removed froi 
the object of worship, its dignity raised to a Non plus ultra, 
occasion removed for conflicts between faith and knowledge, 
finally, all differences of the various creeds obliterated in one i 
universal creed— that, namely, of the inscrutable mystery — so that 
universal religious peace is restored. Were it not the peace of 
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churchyard ! It is true enough that there is always an element of 
mystery in religion, and that a God who should he completely and 
exhaustively known by our finite intellect would be no God. But it 
is equally certain that a religion of nothing hut mysteiy is au 
absurdity, and that the absolutely "unknowable" wants simply 
every quality necessary for the object of a positive religious relation. 
" Worship " of such a being must either be dull absence of thought, 
or blind fear and teiTor at an " eerie " power ; in neither case could 
it rise .above the rudest stage of fetichiatic and fatalistic superstition. 
But religious worship is humble reverence, and while bowing before 
the infinitely exalted, it also iueludea the element of elevating trust, 
and — at the highest stage — of free and joyful love; but such an 
attitude implies that the object of religion is essentially akin to the 
subject, that it is not mere physical power, but mind, reason, and 
goodness, that therefore it is at least in some degree thinlvable 
according to the analogy of man. In other respects, it is true, it 
transcends all such analogies, and must always comprise something 
that is incomprehensible and mysterious : a thing which neither 
piety nor the deeper philosophic thought ever lias denied, or will 
deny. 

A grain of truth is present in Spencer's strange theory ; so much 
we cannot hut acknowledge. The truth in it I lind in the enei^etic 
protest it makes against a stiff, dogmatic anthropomorphism, which, 
not content with the position of a symbol of truth which serves a 
practical need (a position to which no reasonable man would object) 
pretends to know the naked, objective truth. God is represented as 
a very excellent man above the clouds, who made the world after tlie 
manner of a watchmaker, and sometimes executes repairs on his 
construction. What presumption to prescribe such childish ideas to 
Bcientific thought and investigation in any field, aa a regulative 
norm ! Such perverse procedure has ever been the principal source 
of doubt as to the very idea of God, the source of scepticism and 
atheism. But the flowing of this spring wiU not be stopped by 
giving up along with the sceptics the possibility of a speculative 
knowledge of God, to erect upon this tabula rasa the very same 
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anthropomorphic ileism which called forth the atheistic reactioD, 
under the regis this time of a revealing authority or a moral postulate 
Against this method of Mangel's, who, after the manner of the German 
Neo-Kantiana, bases theological dogmatism on theoretical scepti- 
cism, Spencer very forcibly and very properly protests. No on* 
who is used to logical thinking can fail to agree with him when b 
says : " Let those who can, believe that there is eternal war se 
between our intellectual faculties and our moral obligations. I fo 
one admit no such radical vice in the constitution of things, " ' 

No one who is earnestly desirous to see atheism i-epelled will be 
guilty of the folly of first handing over his best weapons to the sceptic 
in order to replace his deficiency of argument by the strength of 
moral pathos— a procedure which his adversary cannot fail to r^arf 
aa illogical and as the evidence of weakness. He will rather seek to 
stop up the source of atheism hy seeking to lead the atheist to s 
that what he is attacking is not the idea of God, but a caricature i 
it in the concave mirror of human weakness ; while, on the Cffl 
trary, his thought about the world, if it be but thorough and do n 
stop half-way, directs him from every point to just such a conclude 
as is contained in the idea of God purely conceived. The history 
of positivism shows this in a way wonderfully instructive. Setting 
out from dogmatic atheism and passing through a stage of pme 
scepticism, it reaches ultimately in its two most considerable repre- 
sentatives two clear positions, each of which is, taken by itself, 
inadequate, but which, taken together, make up the full and com- 
plete truth of the idea of God, Combining in one the highest reason 
which Stuart Mill arrives at, and the absolute power which Herbert 
Spencer asserts as the existing mystery, we get just that reasonabk 
omnipotence, that almighty reason, which we call God. Thus does 
atheistic positivism turn in the hands of its ablest advocates into aa 
involuntary apology for Theism ! 

' First Pr'mciplts, i. par. 31, |i. 1U8. 



CHAPTER II. 

THE HALF-KANTIAN AND NEO-KiNTIAN PHILOSOPHY OF RBLIQIOR. 

The tendency which bears most affinity to tho Positivism of 
iVance and England is that of the so-called " Neo-Kantians," and is 
present widely diffused both in Germany and in other lands. I 
J so-called, because the designation is not strictly accurate. It is 
lot the whole genuine historical Kant to whom this tendency goes 
back, and whose philosophy it professes to revive. The Neo-Kan- 
tiaiis adhere only to the empiricist and sceptical side of Kant's philo- 
sophy, the empiricism predominating at one time and the scepticism 
l&t another ; but in general tlie one passes immediately into the other, 
as the nature of the case would lead us to expect. One side of 
Kant's thought they persistently leave out o£ view ; that element 
*hich we saw above to be its true principle, the tendency which 
irevails throughout the whole of it, though never thoroughly worked 
out, namely, the rationalistic element. And this we can readily 
understand. It was the energetic rationalism of Kant, hia assertion 
reason as sole lawgiver in the world both of nature and of 
morals, that made Kant's thought so decisive a turning-point in the 
SsUny of philosophy, and constituted it the germ for the whole 
^(Kialative philosophy, which by an inner necessity was developed 
jot of it. And it is natural that a tendency which originates in 
antipathy to speculation should fail to appreciate the root of specu- 
lation in Kant's rationalism, and so either overlook this side of 
Kant's thought from the first, or purposely eliminate it as a defective 
element. But to ignore (whether intentionally or unintentionally) 
what was in fact the true eoul of Kitnt's philosophy ia evidently to 
VOL. n. \. 
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turn it into something different from what it actually was 
it is not surprising that an increasing number of the adherents of 
this "Neo-Kantian " tendency now declare themselves more or less 
plainly as " Anti-Kantianista." They only show what has long been 
clear to any one who could look below the surface, that this ten- 
dency as a whole does not go back io Kant, but to something be: 
him, to the sceptical empirical position of Locke and Hume. ' 
further this process of clearing up matters goes, the more will 
affinity which has all along existed between this school and 
Positivism of Comte pass into actual identity. With respect to 
philosophical Neo-Kantiaus at least this diagnosis may be ini 
with a considerable degi-ee of certainty. 

The case is different certainly with the theological adherents of 
this tendency, and yet their case is quite analogous to that of the 
philosophers. They have in common with the latter the negatiTu 
element : the antipathy to speciJation ; in common, too, accordiBglj, 
the displacement of the rationalistic and the accentuation of the 
sceptical and empirical element in Kant's theory of knowledge. 
Here, however, the ways part. The experience in which the theo- 
logians feel an interest is not that of sense but supersensuoiis, moral- 
religious experience. They, therefore, lay weight on the practical 
side of the Kantian philosophy, the " moral path of reason " which 
the philosophical Neo-Kantians regard as its weakest side. But with 
Kant the moral faith of reason was based on a priori rationalism, on 
the autonomous legislation of reason, and this principle once aet 
I aside by scepticism the moral faith of reason can no longer stand in 
its genuine Kantian sense : instead of its being established tran- 
scendentally from reason, and being universally valid for all reason- 
able creatures, it is now to be set up empirically from feeling, wMcb 
it is true is an immediate fact, but a fact of only subjective validity^,, 
a matter of subjective aesthetic taste. Now if tliis " faith of feeling" 
which thus supplants Kant's " faith of reason," is to have a mow 
objective basis, there is no resource at this empirical point of viewt 
but to supplement the subjective feeling of the individual by 
analogous feelings of the many who belong to the same Church, 



HALF-KA y TIA NISM : FRIES. 1 63 

thua in place of the inner certainty of the religious spirit, as held by 
Kant and by the reformation, wa get the certification of the spirit, 
which has no support in itself, by the oittviard witness of ecclesiasti- 
cal authority. So that here also, just as in the philosophical branch 
of Neo- Kantianism, the development lands ua finally in positivism. 
Here the positivism is ecclesiastical and dogmatic, in the other case 
it ia materialistic and atheistic ; hut whatever the difference, the two 
;e at least in the irrational and un-Protestant nature of their prin- 
ciple : the subjection of the mind to an external and alien power, 
whether material reality or historical authority. These two kinds 
of positivism being so allied to each other in principle, it is easily 
possible for the one to pass over into the other, both being inti- 
mately allied in their antipathy to a rational science of morals and 
of religion. 

Neo- Kantianism in both its branches thus rejects the very 
specific principle of the Kantian philosophy, at all points, both in 
theory and practice, and replaces it by its opposite, an anti-rational- 
istic positivism, whether empirico-sceptical or empirico-dogmatic ; 
and it is obvious how slender is the claim of such a position to call 
itself after Kant. It might more properly be characterised as Half- 
Kantianism; its most exact precursor at least is unmistakably a 
Half-Kantiat who admitted that he stood nearer Jakobi than Kant — 
Jakob Friedrich Fries, whose philosophy of religion may be noticed 
here,' because, though little regarded formerly, it appears to have 
borne fruit in the Neo-Kantian tendency of our own day. 

Fries praises Kant for having given philosophy the subjective 
turn from things to our ideas of things, and for having caused 
criticism to occupy itself with self-knowledge, with the indispensable 
investigation of the conditions of our experience. But while doing 
this Fries holds that Kant erred in two ways : first, in holding 
s the conditions and laws of experience to be knowledge a prion, 

I while they can only be known a posteriori by self-observation, a task 
• The following of his nnmero«s works are here referred to : ffandhuch tier Be- 
UgumsphUofOpkie iinrf phUos. AfstktlH, which apjieared in 1832 oa the second part 
of bis Practical Philosophy. — System der Metaphyeik, 1824. Ifsue krWik lier Ti-r- 
HUnJt, second eilitioa, 1828-31. Wifn--n, Glanhni vnd jl?itidttng, \Sa5. 
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to be undertaken by au empirical treatment of psychology as a 
natural science ; and then in thinking himself calleil upon to prWK 
the validity of the forms and ideas of reason, and therefore referring 
the former to a transcendental object, instead of seeing that such an 
object was out of the q^uestion here, as what we have to do with 15 
never anything more than our own ideas, so that truth is not to l)e 
sought iu the relation of an idea to an object, but only in the relation 
of the derived, mediated idea to an immediate certainty we see and 
to our sense of tnith. It is the great mei'it of Jakob! to have seen 
this ; the radical error of the Leibniz- Wolffian rationalism was thereby 
overcome. " Sight is its own witness of truth, taken by itself ; only 
in so far as I trust sight do I know anything of the existence oi 
actual objects. With ei^ual immediateness do the fundamental 
metaphysical truths convince ua, which come to consciousness with- 
out any introduction, immediately, in our feeling of truth. Tbi: 
truth about which men contend, and with respect to which they can 
doubt and err, is never the transcendental truth of the agreement 
between idea and object, it is the empirical truth of consciousness 
which asks nothing but a correct comparison of mediate ideas witb 
the immediate ones. This comparison is the whole and the sole task 
of the criticism of reason as the founder of philosophy." ^ This 
important passage at once shows the subjectivist and empirical 
character which distinguishes Tries's phQosophy from the objective 
and a priori rationalism of Kant. But whether what the empuical 
psychologist finds present in his subjective world of ideas is aljo 
objective truth, of force for all, that naturally can never be deter- 
mined in this way. 

Fries also praises Kant for having set up so clear a distinc- 
tion between phenomena and things in themselves, and limitoi 
our knowlei3ge to the former ; but he cannot accept either Kant's 
reason for this Hmitation or his ambiguous treatment of the thing- 
i-itself ; he declares his own modification of the theory to be an 
essential improvement of the Kantian philosophy. Now, thia modi- 
fication consisted in the rejection of the monistic, rationalistic 
1 Preface to the A'cee h-ili'i tl. Vernmi/I, L p. 28. 
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dency which we noticed shining through in Kant in spite of hia 
traditionally inherited dualism, and of which Fichte aud his snc- 
eessora then laid hold ; aud in the accentuation of the dualism 
aforesaid in the directiou of Jakobi's faith -philosophy. Phenomena 
are the contents of that knowledge which proceeds from the sense- 
view which is determined by space, time, and measure, and therefore 
never allows us to apprehend the true, unlimited, unconditioned, 
and eternal being of things. But for this very reason that true being 
is not to be found in the objects of knowledge {views, notions, and 
all kinds of combinations of these), which are always limited and 
imperfect, this knowledge points of necessity beyond itself to faith, 
which has for its coutents just the true reality, the world of ideas, 
and the certainty of which, though of a different kind, is not less 
than that of knowledge. Fries frequently extols it as the great 
merit of " tianscendental idealism," that it defends the rights of 
faith, while it humbles knowledge, showing that it possesses no 
greater degree of reality, and so reducing its supposed superiority to 
a mere delusion. " Our deeming a thing true is not determined by 
the object in knowledge any more than in faith : it is merely the 
activities of the knowing reason that determine themselves by them- 
selves to knowledge or to faith. I cannot prove that there is a God, 
but only that every finite reason beheves in a God ; and just in the 
same way I cannot prove the existence of matter, but only that every 
finite reason knows that matter exists. In any kind of conviction, 
be it knowledge, faith, or presentiment, or whatever other name it 
bear, we can only examine the subjective connection of cognitions, 
never the actual relation of knowledge to its object." This mocking 
comfort, that we cannot tell in any case what there is behind our 
ideas, is not very encouraging for the believer. The ideas of faith 
are essentially of mere negative origiu, and may thus easily appear 
aa a mere negation of that which forms the definite contents of our 
actual knowledge or our knowledge of reality, as mere empty forms 
of abstracting reflection ; but a positive use is to be made of them in 
our iEsthetic judgment of the world ; in anticipation tlie judgment 
reconciles the understanding (knowledge) and the reason (faitli). 




166 PHILOSOPHY OF BELIGIOX. 

and seea reality in the transfiguring light of the idea, tljus reading into 
nature and history beauty and nobleness, utility and harmony, things 
which the knowledge of the understanding can nowhere find. 

According to Fries, then, we have two entirely separate worlds 
side by side. On one aide we have the world of actual phenomena, 
resting on the solid basis of sense-perception and intelligent redec- 
tion, in which everything is to be explained by strict mathematics, 
in which the causal mechanism has exclusive sway, and there can be 
no such thing as ends. Neither in the organic life of nature, which 
only rests on a more complicated kind of intei-action ; nor in tiie 
history of mankind, which as a phenomenon for the knowing reason 
is also a mere product of the social mechanism, and shows by the side 
of the beautiful so much of what is unbeautiful and contrary, as to 
make it quite impossible to trace a plan of the deity in the govern- 
ment of the world ; those who pretend to see such a plan only impute, 
Fries thinks, to the government of the world their own wisdom and 
acuteness. Over-against this world of sense, which taken by itself 
is quite without idea and end, and admits only of a mechanical 
materialistic interpretation, stands the world of ideas, based on the 
faith cherished by reason in the reality of the perfect, complete, 
unconditioned being, or in the highest good, the best world, the 
absolute, which develops itself in the three ideas of the eternal being 
or the soul, the absolute force or freedom, and the unity of thai 
absolute whole, or the Deity (this is the same trinity of ideas as ia'' 
Kant, and as to the deduction of the idea of God from the category 
of totality we may refer to the remarks in the chapter on Kant, voL J. 
p. 156), These ideas have nothing in common with the world ot 
knowledge, and are in no way to be based on it or deduced or 
demonstrated from it. Indeed they stand in plain opposition to the 
phenomena of outward and inward experience, which nowhere shows 
ua an eternal unchangeable being, but only everywhere an incessant 
becoming and change of appearances and states, the inward states of 
the soul as well as tlie rest ; which nowhere shows ua absolute force 

nning from itself, hut everywhere a conditioned working ; which 
finally nowhere shows us in time and space a completed series, ki 
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perfect whole, but always only parts which admit of beiug continued 
to infinity. Thua the relation of the ideas to the world of phenomena 
is only this negative one that they possess none of the limitations 
and conditions of the latter. Fries cannot lay stress enough on this 
point, that the sole " speculative ground " of the ideas consists in a, 
denying reflection, and that they therefore do not embrace any 
qualities borrowed from knowledge, that they add nothing to the 
knowledge of the actuaL 

But little as the ideas contain in the way of knowledge, without 
importance as they are for the theoretical knowledge of the world, 
they derive importance from the practical interests connected with 
them. If they have nothing to do with the world of existing things, 
they have to do with the world of that which should exist. If they 
tell us nothing of the realm of phenomena, they do tell us of the 
realm of ends. " The original consciousness of the reason as to the 
unlimited, which haa no positive contents of its own, but that of the 
negation of all negation or the denial of limitations, is reinforced by 
the faculty of being interested in the practical idea of absolute value 
or of the end in itself, which thus with its more positive contents 
gives life to the otherwise dead idea of eternal being," By the 
removal of the limits we rise above the whole realm of existence in 
apace and time as a mere appearance present to our limited mode of 
apprehension, to being in itaelf ; and thus we arrive at the idea of a 
free being, not hound to the law of natural necessity, and therefore 
also timeless or eternal. Thus this idea of a free and eternal being 
does not need to be proved : (Kant thought it did, but that was a 
toifitake on his part ;) it rests on the immediate self-certainty reason 
has of its own worth and independence, on the feeling of truth with 
regard to the sole reality as with regard to the unique value of such 
a free and eternal being, This idea, then, extends to an intelligible 
■world of eternal intelligences whose communications with each other 
do not stand under laws of nature, but under laws of worth and of 
ends, which subsists through the Deity as the ideal of the supreme 
good. Thus the idea of the independence of the spirit is for us the 
fundamental thought for the true being of things, the first idea of 
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faith. Only ia the personal existence of ratioiLal beings, therefon 
in human life under moral ideas, does the true being of things become 
somewhat more comprehensible to us. 

From this point human life as it comes into view receives ils 
ideal meaning in the idea of the moral world-order, or to be more 
precise, of the spirUnal world under moral laws, whose free action ia 
to be judged according to the idea of moral or subjective teleologj, 
and forms the subject of ethics. Here the ideas of the absolnte m 
connected with the actual by the moral schematism which gives life 
to them by means of our ideas of purpose and utility. But the same 
idea of a legislation according to value and purpose is transferred in 
the last instance from man's moral life to the world generally, not bj 
a theoretical knowing, for which there is no such thing as purpose 
or utility anywhere, but by the aslhetic religwiis view of the worJd, 
which "judges " the world under the idea of objective teleology, u. 
regards it as if the legislation according to value, which properly 
applies only to action, applied to it too, from which there resuU 
ffistbetie feelings of beauty and grandeur which can only be expreaseil 
in the images of religions representation. This Eesthetic religious 
view of the world or " doctiine of the object of the world " is the 
I subject treated in the second part of Fries's practical philosophy, ur 

^^^^ his Philosophy of Religion and Philosophical Esthetic, which be treate, 
^^^^k quite consistently from his own point of view, as a single discipline 
^^^^P It lies in the nature of the case that a. woild-judgment absolutelj 
^^^^ separated from theoretical world -knowledge must, except where 
B arbitraiy break is made by theological poaitivism, coincide with 

I aasthetic view of the world, since both alike represent a relatioa 

i to be apprehended by feeling, only to be set forth in poetic ft 

y 



between an essentially idealess reality and a world of ideas i 
separated from it. The ideas being in both cases the same abstn 
ideals, and the means of expressing them being the same or all b 
the same poetic images, the religious and the a3stbetic fundamentd'l 
feelings and moods also correspond to each other. The religiou'l 
feelings are enthusiasm which is awakened by the idea of the person^ 1 
dignity and tbe eternal destiny of man, devotion in reference to i 
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idea of God, before whom the beautiful and the good eternally exist, 
and resigriation. with respect to the imperfections of this earthly life, 
which compared with the eternally true are to he esteemed as nothing. 
In aesthetic the epic idea answers to enthusiasm, the dramatic to 
resignation, and the lyric to devotion. The close affinity of this 
poetic religion with the identification of religion and poetry which 
prevails in romanticism is perfectly plain ; the nearest parallel to 
Fries's religioiis and aesthetic view of the world is to be found in the 
poetical religious idealism of Novalis, only that the latter was not 
content with mere testhetic world- jvdgment, hut imputed to his ideal 
enthusiasm a power of magical world-formation, while Pries soberly 
and reaaouahly maintained the boundary which separates the ideal 
from the real, though he thereby certainly made the difference 
between the two seem all the wider, and made the ideal world, torn 
away as it was from reality, the more incomprehensible, pale and 
ahadowy. It is a matter of course that sirch a style of i-eligion can 
never become popular, but is limited to the narrow circles of- the 
beautiful souls " which are ahve to poetic impressions. This 
exclusive and aristocratic trait the religion of Fries shared with 
romanticism, ns its author very well knew when he gave his philo- 
sophy of religion the motto: "Odi profanum vidgus et arceu," a 
curious contrast to the invitation of the Saviour, " Come unto me all 
ye that labour and are heavy laden " ! 

But one-sided as this religious theory manifestly is, it must be 
allowed to contain an element of truth. This is to be found not 
ly in that ethical idealism which is common to Fries with Kant 
and richte, and which we all understand to be a constant and 
element of true religion. "Where he is original and 
deviates from Kant, Fries often shows fine insight and gives utter- 
ance to sound ideas, which, properly apphed, are capable of leading 
us beyond his dualistic point of view. Against Kant's proof of 
immortality from tlie impossibility of perfecting virtue within the 
limits of time, he remarks very properly that to comfort us with an 
time which never expires is to do away with the perfection 
[ether ; mere endless being in time woidd just 
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eternal imprisomnent, and therefore would destroy the idea of our 
own being, the true quality of which is not a temporal future, but 
timeleaa true being, eternal life which consists in the incorruptibility 
of the spirit, the dignity of the person, its being an end in itself, and 
needs no proof.' Equally noticeable is the criticism Fries applies 
to Kant's praof of the existence of God from the postulate of recoiii- 
pence or of the connection between virtue and happiness. Thi(| 
mode of argument, he says, is baaed on a confusion of the ethical 
legal mode of view with the religious. "But this is a childish idea 
the cultivated understanding ought to rise above it. In tlie 
the strong award of justice must dispense rewards and punif 
ments to men, but the higher judgment of the ideas will dis] 
with such distinctions ; to it virtue is precious only for its own 
beauty, it wants no i-eward : vice calries its condemnation in 
and needs no punishment, for the only thing that is intrinsically 
precious is that the spirit appear beautiful." "We do not belieye 
in the millennium in which all earthly wishes are gratified, but only 
in the kingdom of Ood under the rule of eternal beauty and holy 
love." ^ Happiness and nnhappiness only belong to the phenomenon, 
and have no value in reference to essential being ; the only real evils 
are, as the Stoics truly taught, baseness and vice ; and if even human 
wisdom can rise, and is called to rise above pain and unhappineeayf 
then it can be no function of the highest wisdom to judge the higtieifl 
good from the point of view of the distribution of happiness accord'^ 
ing to worth. Instead, therefore, of seeking to prove the existence 
of God in such an unsuitable way, Fries thought Kant onght to have 
seen that such a proof is quite superfluous, as " belief in the reality of 
the supreme good at once involves belief in the Deity." 

This statement occurs frequently in Fries in various connectioin 
I leads us to inquire as to the reality of his belief in God. 
the idea of the supreme good he understands, aa we are aware, 
idea, arising from the immediate feeling of personal dignity, o 
realm of ends, or of the world of spirits standing under moral Isi 

' Rcligioiisphilos, par. 27, 28 ; Ji'wtwn, Olauben, ate., p. 157. 
' Ih. par. 36, 39. /ft, p. 150 seg. 
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which point to a purpose. Now, taking the statement strictly that 
with the idea of the supreme good we also and at once express the 
idea of the deity, so that there is no need to show the conneetion 
between the two, we find it to amount to the position that the idea 
of the deity is identical with that of the supreme good in the sense 
juat explained. But here we are simply on the ground of the Feuer- 
bach-Comte religion of humanity, which loses the idea of God in that 
of the ideal of mankind, and allows no other reality to that idea but 
that it is thought and realised by us men. This latter inference Fries 
was unwilling to draw ; indeed he habitually calls God the ground, 
the cause, the lawgiver, judge, guide. Lord of the realm of ends, of 
the spirit-world, of the eternal order of things ; he even apeaiis of a 
creation and preservation of the world by God. But in doing so he 
cannot hide from himself that he is applying categories drawn from 
natural relations and hnman activities, that is from external and 
from inner experience, to the idea of the unlimited, to which, accord- 
ing to all that he has said on this point, they are entirely inapplicable. 
Nor can he conceal from himself that his scientific view of the world, 
according to which nature and man (regarded as phenomenon or 
as nature-being) form a mechanism by themselves and sufficient 
for themselves, to be explained by the simplest mathematical and 
physical laws, and entirely excluding all teleology, neither the sub- 
stance nor the motion of which can be produced by any other agency, 
— that this view of the world not only does not require a divine 
originator and guide but has no room for him. Fries, as we said, 
saw this difficulty perfectly well, but he thought to escape it by 
simply placing the religious-resthetic view of the world side by side 
with the scientific view and denying a priori any relation or con- 
nection between them. But can we seriously regard this as a solu- 
tion of the difficulty ? It is possible to tolerate two views aide by 
side on the same subject even without any distinct explanation of 
their relation to each other, but only so long, it is certain, as they do 
not contradict each other. But where this is so strikingly tbe case, 
!i3 in Fries's two views of the world, reason has no help for it but to 
regard one of the two views as true, and the other as not really true. 
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or as untrae. In the case before us, the scientific view of the world 
has in its favour the evidence of sense and of the understanding, while 
the religious view moves in feeling and poetic images, and it b easy 
to see how near we are to the step of allowinf; to the former side alone 
the importance of reality, to the other side only that of a fair ideal, ia 
the step to the atheistic anthropologism of a Feuerbaeh. and a Comte. 
This danger must inevita,bly accompany every abstract dualislic 
idealism, which either scorns or dreads to plant its foot upon the 
solid ground of the actual world, and to come to au open 
honourable understanding with it. Had Fries, instead of carryin 
Kant's dualism further than Kant did, learned from the master's CI 
tig^ of Judgment to seek for a principle capable of embracing 
unity nature and freedom, his idealism would have received a com- 
plement of solid reality, and would have been qualified, as it now is 
not, for a penetrative and fruitful understanding of the world of 
nature and of history. When we look at the matter calmly it ia not 
the case, as Fries asserts, that the world of reality exhibits to us 
no element of purpose and idea, of reason and righteousness, so that 
it depends on the rosy spectacles of Besthetic judgment to put tlwM 
things into it This is not the case : it is and will continue to 
true, that to the spiritual eye "his eternal power and Godhead 
clearly seen in his works," namely, in the creation of the world, 
that the work of his spirit is discerned in the " Education of thi 
Human Race." To follow these traces of God in nature and histoiy, 
and from the traces to conclude as to the being behind them, whidi 
is not merely the transcendental " Ideal of Reason," but the 
present actual and active reason itself, or the One of whom and 
through whom and to whom are all things, who is at once the 
ground of the world and its goal : this appears to me to be the true 
Realidealism, in which Kant's spirit lives on the more purely, that il 
ia disengaged from the wrappings and chains of Kant's letter 1 

The pliilosophy of Fries attracted a small circle of diaciplea, 
ong them Ernst Fi-iedridi ApdC, and de Wi'tie, the well-knowu 
theologian, so admirable in Biblical research, both of whom dealt 



NEU-KANTIANISM : LANG-E. 173 

with the philosophy of rehgion, adhering to the thoughts and the 
terminology of their master. Their intluence was limited to a few. 
But the Semi-Kantianism of Tries was taken up and greatly extended 
in the Neo-Kautianism of the present day, which, however, is as 
^ closely related to Feuerbach as to Fries, and attaches itself, according 
fts the tendency of the individual thinker is more or less religious, 
to the one or the other of the two. 

The most important representative, and in some respects the 
fonnder of Neo-Kantianism,^ is Albert Lange, whose theory of religion 
may be placed just ahout half-way between Feuerhach and Fries ; 
theoretically he is nearer to the latter, while practically he is nearer 
the former, his general point of view being common to both, namely, 
the hard and fast separation set up between feeling and understand- 
ing, practice and theory, ideal and truth. Religion according to him 
"belongs exclusively to the sphere of the practical ideals, and has 
as little to do with the world of what exists, with objective truth, 
as poetiy itself. With him also the metaphysical background of 
this dualism is a meclianical atomistic view of the world, only dis- 
tinguished from pure materialism, because Lange does not forget its 
phenomenal character. But as the unknown which may be behind 
that which appears (we cannot know that it exists, we can only 
Bormise that it does) comes into no sort of relation with us, and 
oTtt whole reality, our psychical experience included, is to be ex- 
plained solely from the mechanism of material phenomena, this 
world of the existing which alone we can know, which alone is real 
for us, is, though phenomenal merely, yet for us entirely material, 
and stands in as harsh a contrast to the freedom and ideality of our 
self- consciousness as in the most express materialism. Everything 
ideal is hence with Lange, as well as with Feuerbach, a product 
of our creative fancy, which strives in the different ways of art, reh- 
gion, and philosophy to get beyond reality, at one time supplement- 
ing it by a view of the universe as one, at another correcting it by 

1 Histtyry of Materiaiitm. Second Qernian Edition. Leipzig, 1S7S. We liBve to 
do chiefly with the last Beotinn, on Ethical MaterialiBDi and Religioa, voL ii. 
p. 48* fjq. 
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the picture of a faiier and better harmony, Lange, therefore, aws 
the eeaeuce of religion, just as Feuerbach does, in a rising of feeling: 
above the contracted limits and the pressing yoke o£ the actosl to 
a world of unreal, imagined ideals. 

In the practical value attached to this ideal function, how 
Lange's way deviates from Feuerbach's, and approaches the aesthefi 
religious idealism of Fries. While Feuerbach regarded religion as H 
morbid phenomenon of our nature, the consequences of which be 
could not paint in dark enough colours, Lange holds an opposite' 
view. He speaks not only with appreciation but with a warmtfi 
very unusual in philosophers of his stamp, of the lofty and irreplacft* 
able value and of the permanent importance of religion, which c 
needs to be freed from the claims and disfigurements of dogmatiBin 
and hierarcbism to he on the point of fulfilling her blessed mission 
among the struggles and crises of the present time. " In a certain 
sense the ideals of religion are also imperishable. Who shall con- 
mass of Palestrina, or convict of error the Madonna di: 
Baphael 7 The Oloria in Excdsis is and remains a world-historical 
power, and will sound through the centuries as long as human' 
nerves remain capable of thrilling at the touch of what is grand. 
And those simple fundamental thoughts of the redemption of the' 
individual man by the surrender of his self-will to the will which 
guides the whole ; those images of death and resurrection which 
express the loftiest and most inspiring sentiments that move the 
human breast, where prose is no longer capable of representing i 
calm words the fulness of the heart ; those doctrines finally whicbj 
command us to share our bread with the hungry and to preach good 
tidings to the poor, — they will not disappear for ever to make room 
for a society which has reached its goal when the understanding has 
supplied it with a better police force, and ingenuity acliieved the 
satisfaction of ever new wants by ever new inventions I " ' 

Which of us does not heartily rejoice at such words? 
whom do they not inspire with genuine respect for the noble mei 
character of a thinker whose coui'se, alas ! was too soon closed? Tel 
' flislonj 0/ Materia'isny, ii. 5G1. 
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our cheerful recognition of Uiis noble practical idealism must not 
blind us to the weakness of the theoretical basis it rests on, nor to 
the want of consistency of the whole view to which this diflerence 
gives rise. You are glad of Lange'a word as to " the redemption of 
■man by the surrender of bis own will to the will which guides the 
whole." But how if your understanding, schooled in Lange's philo- 
sophy, should whisper in your ear that in the world of what exists 
there is nothing but atoms and their mechanical, causal relations to 
each other, that there is neither a whole nor a will of the whole, and 
that these ideas are merely the products of your own synthetic im- 
pulse towards unity ; will your heart then be able to put on such 
' enthusiasm for these fictions of your imagination, as will enable it to 
I tring the painful sacrifice of self-will and of its real possessions ? It 
is one thing to take up the battle of life and the pain of suffering 
for the sake of an idea, and a very different thing to be merely 
aesthetically affected by it. The beauty of Eapliael's Madonna and 
of Palestrina'a mass can carry you away without your thinking of 
any ideas, or if you think of them, without your allowing these 
aesthetic ideas any influence whatever on the shaping of your con- 
victions and your principles in real life. Thus, if religious ideas are 
not more to you, are not of a more real meaning and truth than these 
testhetic ones, then you are not in earnest about religion, it is merely 
a fine play to you. The collocation of the " impeciehable ideas of 
religion " with the irrefutableness and infallibility of assthetic beauty 
is a /i€Ta/3ao-(? «? Sxko fe.vo<i, a misleading fallacy. Yet you assure us 
that you have personally experienced that the heart is not disturbed 
by the knowledge of the understanding, because it clings by a thou- 
sand roots of fancy and of memory of the hallowed hours of child- 
hood to the old familiar soil of religion.^ It is well for you if that is 
50, if that is so permanently ; but where did your heart get this firm 
ground of religion which insures it from shipwreck in the waves of 
scepticism ? From the deep impressions of the firm faith of those 
■who brought you up, your parents and teachers, whose conviction 
was still solid, still all of a piece, and not divided between the Yes 
1 History of Materialitm, iL .6fl5. 
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of the heart and the No of the understanding ? But how will it 
with the next generation, which is to grow up under the impressic 
of this discord, which your philosophy recommends as the noi 
condition of mankind ? Will it also find firm ground to which it 
chug ? "Will it not be much more likely to hold to that side of yow 
philosophy which is clear, to the materialism of your theory, and 
discard the " standpoint of the ideal " as an idle and hindersonip 
addition, as a mystical luxury ? 

The signs of this tarn of thought are indeed already to be noticed 
in variona quarters. In the prevailing literature of the day Lange is 
the favourite philosopher, but the praise bestowed on him is given to 
the realistic Kantian, to the man of the understanding, the friend 
of materialism and contemner of ideas in theoretic thought ; his 
practical idealism is regarded as a private opinion which has httle 
connection with his leading thought, or it is passed over with a 
shamefaced silence, as a pardonable weakness in a head otherwise eo 
sober, A disciple of Lange'a, Vaihinger,^ gives vent to this feeling 
with little reserve, lamenting that Lange has not yet attained to the 
complete victory of the mind (understanding) over mysticism, that 
he has not quite broken with the dangerous principle of introspec- 
tion (speculation), and has not reached perfect clearness. This 
disciple of Lange'a, moreover, himself gives a specimen of the con- 
sistency and clearness desiderated in his master, and we see it ttj 
consist in nothing but complete and radical scepticism, which 
prove equally fatal to religion, to science, and to conduct. TohsrS 
laid bare with perfect frankness, without any shrinking or reserve 
the goal to which the system tends, is certainly a useful service. 

The obvious step from dualistic Neo-Kantianism to empi 
sceptical positivism has been taken in the most distinct manner 
Ernst Laos, to whom we may the more fittingly give some attentii 
as he recently set forth his religio- philosophical views in a discussion 
on Kant." Lange had found fault with Kant for proposing to find 

' In the work ; Martmann, During, and Lange. 

*Kant'fl SteUang in der Gfselikhfe des Confii 

Berlin, I8S2. He had formerly publuhed Idtid'i 
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laud deduce a priori that which ia a priori in ourselves; Laas con- 
.siders Kant'a fundamental error to be the assertion of an a priori 
.■element in us at all, a rational element not derived from experience, 
by which rationaliam as to the theory of knowledge he became the 
precursor of all those half-titanic half-absurd attempts to explain 
the world from an absolute reason, and is thus partly to blame for the 
decline of the Illumination in the nineteenth century. This judgment 
of Kant is in many points correct, though we certainly cannot agree 
with the Auti-Kantianist in making that a reproach against Kant 
.which constitutes him the beginner of a new era ; but we cannot bat 
■be thankful to have the real views of Neo- Kantianism so fraokly 
rstated. Laas himself proposes, quite in the manner of Auguste 
;Comte and Stuart Mill, to regard the fundamental forms of our 
■knowledge, which Kant had deduced as a priori forma of our faculty 
lof knowledge, as the sums arrived at by the whole historical ex- 
perience of our race, which would of course prevent them from ever 
attaining a greater degree of validity than that of probability. He 
,j»oposea, however, to maintain the negative result of Kant's criticism 
sf knowledge, that we can know nothing of that which is above 

36, and that it therefore is only a possible thought to us, and all 
reality of which we have experience merely phenomenal. Yet the 
fact that in all perception we have to do with objects as the necessary 
correlate of consciousness, " suggests the thought of a (supersenauoos) i 
being which stands above the correlation of subject and object, and I 
is everything at once." We must also confess it to be impossible to 
lexplain our consciousness on the ground of materialism. But these 
suggestions and admissions are far from warranting us to seek with 
Kant the root and the object of our actions in that supersensuous 
sphere. Kant's morality with its autonomy of a reason so-called 
" pure," and its platonio turning away from pleasure, do not describe 
■the moral law exactly as it works, and we can make nothing of his 
* inteUigible freedom," Freedom is not to be regarded as a specific 
something which establishes an insuperable interval between man 
and beast. Here as in the theoretical sphere we can only speak of 
gradual, though slowly increasing, differences. And, finally, Kant's 

VOL. n. M 
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idea of the supreme good is conceived in so subjective and arbitrary 
a way and treated in so harsh and scholastic a way, that the pre- 
suppositions of faith deduced from it either must seek some other 
foundation, or fall to the ground. 

Laas acknowledges the principal intention of the Kantian 
theory of religion to be legitimate : namely, to gain by means ot 
the ideas of faith such psychical forces and motives as may engender 
and maintain for moral action and endeavour a sufficiency of fresh- 
ness, hope, courage, and cheerfulness. " Such pre- suppositions, ideas, 
and postulates human life and effort will never perhaps learn to 
dispense with." But while Kant's faith, agreeing here with Christian 
tradition, relates entirely to the individual and his relation to the 
BUpersensuous, the intelligible world, to continuance and recompence 
in another life and so on, Laas would place before this egoistic tran- 
scendent faith, or by its side, " an immanent and at the same time a 
socialistic, as it were a more sympathetic faith," which also rests on 
pre-suppositions which cannot be proved, but is also in the samewaj 
necessary, to maintain the freshness of our moral courage. The 
hints thrown out by Laas on this point indicate very plainly the 
religion of humanity of positivism, especially in the sober form it 
has with Stuart Mill and Spencer. "With the latter he has the 
' dark background of the religion of humanity in an unknowal}le 
BUpersensuous being " which is all at once." For the criticism of 
this theory I may therefore refer to what was said above, and need 
only add that this example may teach the Neo-Kantians that quite 
different consequences may be drawn from their premises than those 
they themselves propose to draw, and perhaps with greater logical 
justice. 

The theological variation of this tendency differs from the philo- 
sophical line in not r^arding the religious ideals as mere products of 
creative fancy without any objective reality, but holding that there 
is some reality or other behind them, only that we cannot know what 
this reaUty consists in, nor how it is related to the world which our 
intellect apprehends as reaL This does nothing to remove the chasm 
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between our intellectual knowledge, on the cue side, which know a 
only the causal relatious of the finite, and the religious ideas on the 
other, and the antithesis between them often becomes as liarahly 
apparent as on the philosophical side. Thus it is clear that to claim 
for these religious ideas the same objective truth and reality aa is 
attributable to the former is only to accentuate the dualism of the 
two views of the world. An example of this tendency, which we 
may call sesthetic religious " Neo-Kantianism, " is the work of 
Pierson : " Tendency and Life."^ 

The writer is one of those natures in whom an acute analytical 
intellect exists side by side with warm religious feeUng, and the way 
to harmonise the two together cannot be found, because the power of 
eynthetie thinking cannot keep pace with that of analytic. Such 
natures are always inclined to regard what is denied to them as in- 
dividuals, with a pardonable generalisation as transcending human 
powers altogether, and to set up absolute Not knowing as an axiom 
Irith the same assurance as formerly set up absolute knowledge. For 
there certainly is an assurance which does not testify to great critical 
modesty in such a sentence aa this ; " Does any one boast of a doc- 
trine of divine things which, to use a favourite expression, satisfies 
at once the demands of the heart and those of thought, his sweet 
^elusion brings to our lips a kindly smile, as if to say, sajicta sim- 
^icitas! ... It would be folly itself to expect that our need of 
leality, of pure clear demonstration, should meet with satisfaction in 
Qie sphere of religion." But while thus denying to thought — and it 
18 only analytical and critical thought that he is acquainted with — 
any capacity to overcome antitheses and to lay hold on a synthetic 
ity, while led by hypercritical distrust to this denial, he places an 
innocent confidence in subjective feeling, an authority, indeed, to 
which the most various tendencies, even atheistic positivism among 
them, make their appeal. Pierson's argument is shortly this : The 

Traoslftted from Dutch into German, with .a preface by H. Lang. The later 
c of the same writer, LmerubcackouvjiTiti (View of Life), I only know from a 
WTJew by D, Spath in the Prol. KWcken-Zdtung, 1877, No. 32 aq. Here Pierson 
appears to have drawn the cODClueiom of his formerly more retiring scepticiam with 
jruHWorthj honesty. 
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religious feeling ia a feeling of dependence. This definition is his- 
torical, not arbitrarily chosen. But experience tells us that passivity 
and fear, though present in the very earliest forms of the religioua 
feeling, are no part of its essence. The feeling of dependence which 
is identical with the religious feeling, must therefore be moral in ils 
nature. The rehgious man feels himself dependent on a being who 
ia morally superior to him. He feels himself constrained to pay to 
that being a respect which passes into reverence. This would not 
be possible, without representing that higher being as the absolutely 
perfect being. But the highest conceivable perfection is love. 
Either, therefore, no God or a God whose being is love. But further, 
it is no more than natural to think of the supreme love as also infinite, 
almighty, as perfect wisdom, as holiness itself; also as "one with 
the most powerful personality, since never does one's own self come 
forward more markedly than when one is giving one's self away fixim 
love to others." Then the deduction closes with this assurance: "1 
do not believe that all this needs to be proved." This confidence of 
feeling, however, is disturbed by realistic intellect, which will not 
shut its eyes to the fact, that actual experience with its thousand 
ills does not always seem to speak for the presupposition of the 
almighty love of God, and even declares that a considerable portion 
of existing things is better explained by the assumption of a faie 
whicb holds us in a blind rule. Thus the testimonies of the 
authorities, of the feelings occurring in our experience, fli 
contradict each other : and what are we to hold to ? The solution 
of the difBculty which Pierson recommends to us is a remarkable 
one. It may be said of love to God as of other love, that it con- 
ceals all things, believes, hopes, and bears all things ; that lovB 
which is slow to judge fellow-men must beware of speaking evil of 
God ; "we prefer not to lay too much stress on what is enigmatical 
in his government of the world ! " Thus to cover over the breach 
between intellect and feehng is only possible to festhetic taste, 
a thing which is far removed from the earnestness and foree 
of religious conviction. With this it agrees that the formation and 
development of reUgious ideas, as well as the education and training 



'ate. I 

"a 



ETHICAL IDEALISM. 



131 



of youth to religion, is regarded in the main from the point of view 
of aasthetiea. " If it he once agreed that the language of religion ia 
not to be drawn from a philosophical dictionary but from a poetical 
one, then it is clear that only Eesthetic can here be the lawgiver : 
and we fearlessly arrive at the principle that every religious expres- 
jion 13 to be approved of which satisfies the requirements of a sensi- 
live and well-developed sense of beauty, and returns a pure religious 
notion." "But in that case Eesthetic development cannot be a 
latter of no interest to our religious Hfe. On the contrary, it is 
indispensable, and we may perhaps be allowed with regard to the 
laoguage of religion to turn round the well-known rule, and to say : 
Hieii n'esi wai gue k heau, because the truly beautifiJ alone can be 
ftgarded as the fitting expression for the exalted emotions of our 
ts." Now if any one should argue, that since taste is the sole 
standard for the truth of religion, Catholicism with its Raphaels and 
Its Palestriuaa is truer than Protestantism, and another, that the 
Eireek " religion of beauty " ia the truest ; what satisfactory answer 
pould be made from Pieraon'a principles ? 

Somewhat more direct and definite than this vague Eestheticism _ 
is a tendency, otherwise very closely akin to it, which has made 1 
Eonsiderable way in the Netherlands and elsewhere, under thsl 
1 of " Ethical idealism." According to this system the religious- f 
ideas do not denote anything actual, but are ideals in which man * 
fepresents his own moral being, but in such a way that he projects 
it out of himself into the world, and seeks to find it again there. 
Because, for example, he is or is striving to be, a harmonious whole, 
he regards the world also as a harmonious whole, and finds in it 
accordingly not a natural order only, but a moral order of which the 
merely intellectual view of the world tells him nothing. And be- 
cause man feels love to be in himself the highest moral life and the 
K)wer which conquers all, he desires to regard love as the supreme 
>ower that rules the world, and makes it the essence of God, though 
lis understanding tells him that he only knows love as a human 
motion, and can form no conception of the superhuman love of a 
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divine beiug. The religious ideas are tlius ideals which the uot 
man forms for himself from a psychological need of a reality to os- 
respond to the world of Ms experience. 

Agreed so far, the adherenta of ethical idealism separate intt 
three paths on the queation of the relation of the ideals of faith to 
reality. One party (e.g. Van Hamel) follow Teuerbach and Albert 
Lange in denying to these ideals all reality, and declaring them la 
be mere subjective figments of fancy, the value of which consists 
the power they can exert as motives, in exciting moral activity, a 
helping us to forget the pains of life. Another section, as De Buasy,' 
insists that religious ideas, though in the first instance they 
subjective ideals and not adequate to reality, yet have a real baofc 
ground. The proof of this assumption by the postulate that tin 
arrangement of the outer world must in some way correspond wid 
the natural requirements found in our inner world, is wanting ii 
firmness, and the definition of the underlying reality is vague asi 
nebulous. It is therefore to be expected that the difference betwea 
this and the former shade of ethical idealism is a very fluid one, an 
can scarcely be fixed in concreto — a fresh confirmation of the cIm 
af&nity between Fries and Feuerbach, or Neo- Kantianism 
Anthropologism. The third tendency, finally, of the ethical idealist*, 
makes out of the dualism of the views of the world an objectiv! 
dualism of the nature and ground of the world itself, which ia eitlii 
conceived as an antithesis of the spiritual and the mental substana 
as by Vitringa and Stuart Mill (see above, p. 153), or as an antithesis 
of the good God and the not-good demiurge. 
> " Ethical Idealism " is represented in England by Mr. Matthew 
Arnold. In his works. Literature and Dogma {\ 87 3) and God and 
th6 Bible (1875), he seeks to emancipate religion from metaphysics, 
which is its weakness, and to base it on the one firm ground of 
mora! experience. Religion he considers to be " morality touched 
by emotion," enthusiasm, or pathos. The language of rehgion is that 
poetical and rhetorical language to which it is natural to personify 
and anthropomorphise the states and experiences of the soul. Thus 
' In hia work : Ethisch Idealismr, Amaterilam, 1875. 
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God ia the religious expresaiou for the power which makes for 
righteousness, — a power of which we caa aay no more on the basis of 
real experience than that it is not ourselves, but eternally manifests 
itself in us and in the world as working towards the production of 
righteousness. More generally expressed, it is the power by which 
all things fulfil the law of their being. That this power should be 
personified by religious fancy as a personal God who thinks and 
governs the world, is perfectly right so long as we see in this no 
more than a poetical expression for the power or tendency which 
goes to produce righteousness. But as soon as we take the personal 
God as an actual truth in the theoretical sense, and as an object of 
thought as a notion, we wander in the field of metaphysical abstrac- 
tions, which it is impossible to verify by experience, and where dog- 
matic superstition has a free hand. But the alleged scientific proofs 
for the existence of a thinking cause of the world are just as baseless 
as the popular argument from miracles, and have indeed even less 
value, because in miraculous legends we do at least hear the voice 
of religious fancy, while in these abstract arguments there is nothing 
but a hollow pretence of science. Of an eternal power which ia not 
ourselves and which works for righteousness, Arnold considers that 
we have a clear notion, founded on experience, but of a Creator and 
Governor of the world, who thinks and wills, we can form no clear 
notion, and there is no basis in our experience for such a belief. 
This notion is therefore a product of metaphysics, and must be 
banished from religion, so that the latter may rest on a solid basis, 
and be nothing more than morality with emotion. 

Such are the main ideas of Arnold's theory, which he constantly 
repeats, and which he seeks to show to be the essence of the religion 
of the Bible. In the review of the Biblical religion undertaken with 
this end, we find as is natural a number of bold exegetical lours de 
/oree. We leave the historical arguments to bestow a little attention 
on the philosophical assertions. For, protest as he may, the author's 
notion of an eternal power or tendency which is not ourselves, and 
I which makes for righteousness, ia a philosophical or metaphysical 
I notion, and by no means a clear and simple one, nor one that at 
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once explains itself, but oae which appears to me, at least, to be 
very vague and indefinite. This Not-ourselves is described at one 
time as a real operative power, at another as a law of nature of tie 
same kind as the law of gravitation or the law of spiiitual beantj 
which the Greeks personified in Apollo. In the same way, Amoli 
thinks the natural law of morality was personified by the Hebrews 
by investing it with the attribute of existence, and exalted into i 
divine Being. But a law is not itself an operating power, it is the 
form in which a power works which is there already, or the neceassrr 
coimection of the working of several forces. Nor can a law lie outside 
the forces in the operation of which it manifests itself ; the law of 
beauty is present in beautiful things or persona, and the law of 
righteousness must be present in moral beings or in men who act 
How are we to understand the Not-ourselves, on which Arnold in- 
sists so pertinaciously ? A strict poaitivist, I imagine, would see in 
it a survival, not yet transcended, of mysticism and metaphysical 
speculation, not derived from experience nor capable of being verified 
by experience ; and would demand the surrender of it, to be replaced 
simply by humanity with its moral constitution, strivings and com- 
pensations. But if this is, as we cannot doubt, what Arnold's posi- 
tion of empirical moralism logically leads to, the last possibility dis- 
appears of that moral elevation or worship by which, according to 
I Arnold, religion is still to be distinguished from morality. Por what 
■ common experience teaches us to think about humanity in respect 
of morals is far from being so perfect and exalted as to be the object 
of serious and enthusiastic worship. And, in fact, a moral " law of 
nature," or a power or tendency conceived after the analogy of the 
powers of nature and making for righteousness, is a very problemati- 
cal object of worship. What we are to worship we must also look 
up to, we must regard not merely as a power physically superior but 
I as an authority eternally excellent and binding. But this is only to 
[ be found in a morally perfect or holy will. It is not tlierefote, as 
Arnold asserts, merely the metaphysical ingenuity of theorists ; no. 
it is the practical interest of the religious spirit itself which demands 
as an object of worship a morally perfect being, and refuses to be 
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satisfied with a mere personified law of nature. And tbat the God 
who thinks aud wills is less capable of being demonstrated froni 
experience than the vague power of the Not-ouraelves which works 
for righteousness, is an assertion which has no foundation. The one 
admits as little as the other of exact proof by mathematical experi- 
ments and measurements, but the reasonable spirit of God, the ruler 
&f the world, can be proved from the revelations of his nature in 
perience at least as well as, or indeed far better than the vague 
power of the Not-ourselves. We cannot know the thinking and 
irilling of our fellow-men immediately, but we can infer it from the 

lanifestations which we perceive, and which we interpret after our 
own mind as signs of a mind similar to oura Why should it not be 
IKtssible to us to infer from the signs of reason and of justice exhi- 
bited to us by the world of nature and of history the presence of a 
being analogous to om-selvea who governs the world ? And is it not 

mch simpler and more obvious to see the cause of the moral esperi- 
ences of the world in a moral being, that is a being who thinks and 
■wills, than in a mindless and will-less nature-power, of which it is 
hard for us to form any conception, the harder the more we try to 
keep it free frora any analogy with our own will-force ! The fact is, 
indeed, that the notion of God which Arnold rejects as abstruse and 
not verifiable by experience is incomparably clearer and closer to 
experience than the substitute which he recommends to us with ao 
much eloquence and conscious pride — the power, not ourselves, 
which makes for righteousness. 

Mr. Arnold's historical argument is ao far true. It is correct to 
Bay that the stress laid throughout and as a matter of principle on 
the moral side of the behef in God was the peculiar distinction, the 

revelation " of Israel ; but it is no less distinctly a perversion to 
make Israel's belief in God, as Arnold does, amount to no more than 
the personificatian of the moral law. One must deliberately shut 
one's eyes in order not to see how essential au element in the God- 
consciousness of Israel is the metaphysical side of it, the omnipotence 
and wisdom which rule the world. The very notion of holiness, 
which at a later time was understood as denoting mainly the moral 
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perfection of God, was originally the expression for his exalted 
and Hia terrible, unapproachable majesty, and is a favourite term ii 
this sense even in Ezekiel and deutero- Isaiah. To suppress this lidi' 
of the Biblical notion of God is to destroy the foundation, 
consequently the reality of the moral notion of God, and whatn 
mains after the subtraction is a shadowy ideal of the moral mi 
such as could never be the object of religious belief, adoration, 
trust. It is true that the historical progress of the Biblical religifl 
moves in the direction of a purer development of the moral sidei 
the idea of God : but it is not to be overlooked that this progM 
was only possible on the basis of the established certainty of i 
metaphysical reality of God as the thinking and willing ruler of' 
■world. Attractive as Mr. Arnold's description of the Biblical teligio 
of both the Old and Kew Testaments undeniably is in many pU« 
ticulars, we cannot escape the impression that in many ways he dowT 
violence to history in order to make it harmonise with his pre- 
conceived opinions. The disturbing influence of this dogmatism is 
felt with special force in his treatment of critical questions. The 
present is not a fitting opportunity for the discussion of this point, 
or else it would be easy to show how the arguments which ba 
regards as a refutation of German criticism {eg., on the question at 
the fourth Gospel) are based on superficial study which fails to 
perceive the really decisive points, and on sophistical disarrange- 
ment of the real facts of the case. Arnold is no doubt a writer (tf 
great and many-sided acquirements : all that he writes is pleasant ti> 
read and full of suggestions, but be possesses no real grip eiihex in 
philosophy or in history, and if he thinks he can make this want 
by dint of clever and eloquent writing, be is mistaken ; not 
will it mend his error to exalt himself, and make his readers merty 
at the expense of those who have treated serious problems more 
seriously than he. 

A similar gnostic dualism to that of the Dutch Ethische RUhtitig 
meets us in the anonymous work. Das Eifangdium der Armen SiJ* 
(The Gospel of A Poor Soul), Leipzig, 1871, It is impossible to 
road this reinarkable book without feeling at one time strong, 
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attracted, and at aoother as stmu^rly repelled, by it ; whether 
attracted or repelled one ia always powerfully interested. A warm, 
religious spirit keenly alive to the sanctifying and strengthening 
influence of approach to God as holy love, is at conflict with, or, 
more properly, in an indifferent, uiifused co-ordination with the 
intellect, which regards the world of the actual as the mechanism of 
forces which have nothing whatever to do, in respect of eitJier their 
origin or their law, with that holy love and its purely idea! ends. 
Here God is merely the (ohjective) moral ideal, the will of the good, 
and gives himself as such to be felt by the human heart, striving 
with all its might after goodness, and thus supplying its want ; hut 
he is not the Creator nor the Preserver, nor even the immediate 
governor of the world. " The final causes of the world it is for 
science to investigate (and at the inquiry of science the world 
points hack not to one cause hut to many) ; religion only knows that 
God ia her God, not that he is the first ca\ise of the world, and that 
all the attempts of science to prove God to he this cause of the world 
are essentially futile and vain. To religion this world with its 
elements, powers, and laws, is a thing independent of God, simply 
existing as he does ; it is the part of science to know this world as 
it is, was, and will he. Piety and morality have no plea to urge here 
but this, that such science alone does not satisfy, and is a moral good 
only when it is subordinated to love to one's fellow-men." 

By this separation of the ideal God of rehgion from the real 
causality of the world free play is to be given, on the one aide, to 
the understanding for a realistic (materialistic) explanation of the 
world, in spite of the claims of the heart, while, on the other side, 
religion is to be assured that her pure picture of God can no longer 
be darkened by the shadows which appear to be cast by the realities 
of the world and life on the causal principle, and if this principle be 
identical with God, threaten to obscure God's ideal glory and to 
weaken his power over our heart. The religious kernel of the 
belief in an almighty God, the creator and ruler of the world, is said 
to remain unaffected by this separation of the good God from the 
real power which moves the world, " The world," God says to com- 
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t the poor soul, " liEis not hitherto been dependent on me ; ye 
course of its events has served pious souls which love God and man, 
and helped them to their true good ; and this will continue to be 
the case ao long aa the world lasts." Now, how is it conceivabls 
that the mechanism of blindly working forces which constitutes tbe 
real world, forces which are supposed to have nothing whatever to 
do with the divine will of holy love either in their origin or in their 
nature, can yet serve the ideal end of this holy love, and be service- 
able and furthering to the human heart, and its true good in union 
with God ? This it ia hard to see. It is equally difficult, in fact it 
is impossible, to think of God, to whose nature belongs infinite hfe, 
and therefore infinite activity, aa a mere idle apectator of the corns 
of the world which is entirely uidependent of him. The sceptical 
thought is forcibly suggested here that the God who does not work 
may be an unreal reflection of ourselves. But, apart from this, it is 
clear that such a dualism cannot satisfy the living religious con- 
sciousness. A God who ia not the force of existing things, bnt 
passive in presence of that force, cannot exercise the binding and 
constraining power over the finite will, nor the redeeming power for 
the mind entangled in the finite, which the living, religious conscious- 
ness looks for in God. The holiness and the redeeming love of God 
would be robbed of their foundation for faith, if he were not also 
the almighty ground of the world and of man. This the early Chuicli 
well knew, when she opposed to gnostic dualism her own theological 
metaphysics, which expressed in the language of the time that God 
was the Creator and the Eedeenier in one. 

LTo the festhetic, the ethical, and the gnostic varieties of Neo- 
Kantianism, we have to add in the last place the specifically ecclesi- 
astical form of this tendency. Ritschl's theology, it ia well known, 
owes its success to the combination of modern Neo-Kanfcianism witk ■ 
an energetic church spirit. I am led to notice it here by the fftOb J 
that a disciple of Eitschl, W. Hermann, in his pamphlet. Die Meb 
pkysik in der Theoloffie (1876), denies the legitimacy of the phi 
Bophical treatment of religion, and thus denies the very right t 
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exist of the philosophy of religion. We hear once more the old song, 
with which we have grown familiar, in its different variations from 
Feuerbach and A. Lauge down to the " Gospel of a Poor Soul, " 
viz., that metaphysics have only to take cognisance of facts, while 
religion has only to do with the moral ideal (Ch t an religion with 
the positive ideal of the Christian Chur h) ha tl e two views of 
the world have nothing to do witli each othe an! the combination 
of them, as in the speculative science of el n an only issue in 
the obscuring and spoiling of both fun t n h 1 gious and the 
knowing. " The refusal to recognise tl du ble difference that 

exists between the feeling of the value of g odn nd the know- 
ledge of facts, may come perhaps from the rehnqniahment of the 
supra-mundane character of the Christian idea of God. In plain 
words, the Christian idea of God is lost as soon as it is not 
based exclusively on the moral sense of the ideal^^Blion a think- 
ing contemplation of the world as well ; for between these 
twoj ideal and reality, there is an irreduoible difference." " The 
consideration of this peculiarity (of the religious sense) forces us 
to acknowledge, that what we speak of as real in Christianity 
is quite different from what is spoken of as real in metaphysics. 
Here it means the producing real, by which we explain to ourselves 
the possibility of all being and becoming ; in the former case its 
certainty is connected with the incommunicable experience of the 
value of Christian goodness. To attempt therefore to mix up the 
two kinds of reahty is to deny that the ethical fact in which the re- 
ligious view of the world has its root, is a separate thing, not to be 
grasped in the general forms of being and becoming, not within the 
view of metaphysics at all." Eeally ! It would be a strange meta- 
physics which should think its task, the knowledge of that which is, 
dischai^ed, while the highest fact of all, the ethical and religious 
mind, was excluded from her view ! As long as there is such a 
thing as metaphysics it is her task to interpret the whole of the 
actual, both thing and spirit, as a unity and from a single principle : 
should she put out of her sight either one side or the other, wholly 
or in part, in that degree she has not fulfilled her task, and is not 
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true uietapliysics at all. It ia for this reason that metaphysics is wl 
intimately related both to the mental and to the natural sciences; ' 
and it cannot be a matter of indifference to the mental sciences how j 
metaphysics conceives the producing ground of being and becomi 
whether, for example, it one-sidedly inclines to the natural scienoS 
and adopts such a view of the origin of things as reduces spiritua 
life to a mere product of things. \Vhat are we to say of a 
sentences as this : " The problem of religion is not made i 
difficult, it is not made easier by the tendency of the dogmatic n 
physics the Christian follows, be that tendency idealistic or ^Jat^ 1 
rialist. Whether philosophy be deistic, pantheistic, theistic, or 
whatever it is, is a matter of indifference to theologians. Tbt 
simple Christian will naturally fee! safer in the neighbourhood ot ( 
theistic philosopher than of a deist ; the theologian ought possil)^ 
to look for direct furtherance from the one, if he has done hi 
duty as a scientific worker, from the other possibly not. , . . H 
who imagines he will solve or even advance the problem a 
religion (to estimate the world solely and exclusively as a meao 
of our salvation) with the assistance of that metaphysie ot Ql 
much longed-for theistic philosophy, either divests himself H 
theology of his Christianity, or is directly asking for anotha 
religion." Yet we also read ; " We must ask metaphysics to sup^ 
ply us with notions corresponding to those relations (of the kingdoiK 
of nature and of spirit). ... It is a task metaphysics i 
avoid, to mark the change our notions undergo, according as thq( 
are applied to tilings or to spirit. Tlie result of tliis laboi 
armoury of systematic theology. ... If theology would set forfl 
Christianity with scientific accuracy, it must make use of this | 
material supplied by metaphysics ; it makes no difference to her 
activity, though these should be changed at some other point in the 
process of metaphysical inquiry." In addition to this requirement 
to furnish theology with the armouries of scientific notions, theologj 
puts forth a second demand on metaphysics : " To respect the limita 
which divide the sphere of independent knowledge from the realm 
of the concrete, moral ideal." 
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It is extraordinary to see how innoceEtly positions are here ad- 

^i vanced side by side which doubly and trebly contradict each other ! 

S Does the writer not perceive that a science which furnishes me with 

1 1 the notions for my special field of study, exercises in so doing the 

■1 deepest influence on my own work ? Can philosophical notions 

»■ be used like empty boxes, into which we may put any contents we 

'* please, and any variety of contents ? How could any one, with even 

■ "the most superficial acquaintance with modern philosophy, fall back 

linto such a media£val scholastic view of philosophy and its relation 

to theology ? Even the medijeval schoolmen were more rational and 

tore consistent ; they did not with one breath require philosophy to 

do the maid- servant's work of preparing their formal notions, and 

declare the contents of philosophy and the position taken up by her 

to be matters of no consequence. It is perfectly obvious that if 

philosophy is to form notions suitable to the " armoury of systematic 

theology," it dare not set out from a principle which is hostile to 

moral and religious ideas, or even alien and indifferent to them. If 

philosophy is to perform, to perform correctly, even what the Neo- 

Kftutian theologian here asks of her, her horizon must be wider than 

that which is here drawn for her. 

Mediaeval scholasticism had heard all about the " double truth," 
the philosophical and the religious, which were said to have nothing 
to do with each other. But the Sotbonne knew very well why it 
condemned this view, for there lay concealed behind this dualism in 
these days as in ours, simply the scepticism of a disintegrating 
Noniinalism. The breach with the faith of the Church could remain 
concealed, consciously or unconsciously, behind this " double truth," 
till the time came to throw off the mask in the radicalism of the 
Kenaissance. In our day, when a Feuerbach and an A. Lange have 
shown 80 plainly and frankly wliat that dualism leads to^ and that it 
simply means the negation of all objective religious truth, it is hard 
to see how any one can extol this double truth, this two-soul theory 
as the sheet-aiiclior of religion and theology. " By the truly real we 
mean quite a different thing in Christianity from what we mean in 
metaphysics ;" what rational idea can we see in this ? Is there any- 
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thing outside of the truly real but the not truly real, i.e. the 
what is represented merely, the fantastic world of abstract 
As there is only one reason, so there is but one truth, but one 
of reality, whether the reality of the senses or of the mind, 
together constitute the one reality, the object of our rational tboiifill 
In this speculative philosophy is entirely at one with the hone* 
unperverted thinking of the simple Christian : it is only 
sophistry of the double, half-sceptical, half-helieving " Neo-Kantiin' d 
that would torture the mind by asking it to combine with eqfl 
conviction two pictures of the world which are quite indifferent a 
even in part quite repugnant to each other. 

It might easily be shown how what has !ed to the various 
tradictiona of the above-quoted sentences is the old confusion i 
religion with the science of religion or theolof^. For religion ib^ 
for being good and for practical faith, no metaphysics in the 
scientific sense is wanted, no speculative notions : so much ei 
child knows. But something analogous to metaphysics, some ol 
tive view of the world, the most simply religious require and 
have ; the world his dogmatic ideas call up to him provides him 
such a view. And it is just because religion comprises not oi 
practical element but also a theoretical, that the science of religil 
cannot solve the problem of a real and pure knowledge of the 
gious fact, without a correct metaphysic, or more generally, philo- 
sophy, to help her. How otherwise could she know how much of 
the object she deals with, the religion before her, belongs to dit 
moral ideal, and how much to the popular metaphysics ? or man 
accurately what belongs to the objective kernel of the religious func- 
tion, and what to the subjectively determined form of consciousness f 
How little clearness is to be gained on such questions we see verj 
distinctly in the halting attitude of the Eitachl theology on tie 
cardinal question of the notion of miracles and of revelation, 
subject of which we shall yet come to speak. 

Since the earlier edition of this book, Hermann has given a 
detailed statement of his views in the work, Otn Religion im Verl 
niss satm Welterkennen und zut SUtlichkerU (The Relation of SeligU 
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our knowledge of the world and to moi-ality) (1879), which is in- 

iresting as showing an advance beyond Kant in somewhat the same 

pirection as that taken by Fichte in his famous essays : " On the 

iB-rouad of our Belief in the Divine Government of the World," and 

■ Appeal to the Public against the Charge of Atheism " (vol. i. pp. 379- 

Bsi.) Instead of Fichte's frank decision in drawing his negative 

eonclusions, however, we find Hermann involved in indefiniteness 

ajid ambiguity with respect to the cardinal question of the reality 

t the idea of God, or the real relation of the human Ego to the 

'orld -governing power represented under the idea of God. In this 

lelisg of uncertainty about the whole position, we may perhaps 

Qd the occasion of the heat with which the writer falls upon al! 

to differ from him.' 

To prove that religious belief cannot be arrived at irom any other 
tiarter than moral consciousness Hermann first attempts to show 
lat all our knowledge of the world subserves the practical aim of 
bling it, and is thus directed by practical interests and by no means 
mght for its own sake, but " utilised by the living person aa a 
keans to his own ends." Metaphysics, too, is not a theoretical but 
practical explanation of the world, and does not busy itself with 
a impartial apprehension of what is given in fact, but with "an 
npasaioned endeavour to obtain recognition for thoughts, the con- 
mts of which have no other title to be recognised than their value 
or na." For the metaphysical idea of a unity of the world has its 
(Elgin solely in the feeling and willing person whose personal need 
judging of the world as occasioning pleasure or pain is only met 
>y the idea of a completed whole. These propositions worked out 
endless repetitions are a new variation of the old theme of the 
lophists that man is the measure of all things, and that there is 
here fore no such thing as objective truth independent of the 
brtuitous interest-s of the subject, true for all minds. This is the 

An (wute and [wrtinent criticiBm of Hermann's book from the pen of Professor 
appeared in the Jaltrh. f. ■prot, Theol. 1883, seconil number. Whila referring 
this detailed criticiBm, I may here be allowed to omit a number of details which 
light give occaaion for remark, and to restrict myself to the main jfinta bearing 
n estimate of Hermann's position and of theologioal Keo- Kantianism geaacallY. 
vol. U. "¥■ 
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fundamental thought of all scepticism, and the inner contradictioiiiB 
of it were laid bare by Plato. But crooked and perverted as is ^fl 
assertion of the pathological interestedness of all knowledge, it isylfl 
interesting as a confession by an individual : in fact it contains tt^| 
pathological key to the peculiarities of that cultivation of sda^| 
with wliich Hermann is occupied. ^| 

Metaphysic being concerned to reach such a view of the usi^H 
of the world as may enable man to rule nature by working at 1>^| 
religion, on the other hand, is concerned to reach a view of the aoi^H 
of the world which may uphold the self-certainty of the personalitj 1 : 
over-against things. "When I seek to represent a world- wholl, 1 * 
because as a person conscious of my supreme good I wish not to It^fc 
myself in the multiplicity of things, I experience the impulse |^| 
religions belief. Man's desire after salvation, which every reli^ol^l 
interpretation of the world is an attempt to satisfy, is manifes^^l 
nothing else than a manifestation of that feeling of self which mak^| 
him wish to see his own existence, felt to be valuable beyond alleWff 
exalted above the irresistible course of events." "What answers toW 
this personal interest of man or his desire to be himself, is the ideal 
of God as the power which subordinates the world to man's endH 
That this pmctical motive plays an important part in religion, l^| 
one can deny ; but thus to make the nattiral tendency to self-assertk^l 
the whole of religion, and to divorce it from the humble acknowled^| 
ment of our dependence on a supreme power which does not eiilfl 
for ua alone, but to the eternal laws and purposes of which nA 
ourselves with all others are subordinate and owe obedience; til 
sacrifice this pious feeling of dependence to the selfish desire llfl 
unlimited assertion of man's personality, this is just to adopt tin 
theory of religion of Feuerbach, which makes it the outcome of fl 
sickly egoistical heart at variance with the reasonable order of flfl 
world. The position if worked out would lead to the result, 1^| 
religion is the better the more it flatters an unreasonable egoism, ^| 
the more immoral it becomes. ^ 

Hermann, of course, protests against such an inference from his ■ 
position, and takes a great deal of trouble to detach the petsoml J 
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'eeling of self and self-peraistence, which he regards as the origin of 
■religion, from its questionable egoistic back-ground, and to raise it 
the elevation of pure moral will. The object ia respectable, though 
the way in which it is sought is open to serious question. The 
reasonable subject, his deduction runs, in asserting its own self is 
impelled to a.3sume the reality of the unconditioned. The will of 
le reasonable being sets up aims in which that being in fact wills 
self. From this it results that the willing subject must be thought 
I an end. But the will which acts- as its own end, and itself 
reduces the law of its own action, is autonomous. The person, 
therefore, who desires to maintain and to intensify his own life, must 
flunk the moral law, for the content of the moral law is just the 
lupersensuous personality as an autonomous being, exalted above 
lature and an end to itself. Morality does not therefore rest on 
«ligion, but morality accomplishes itself only in the form of a 
religious explanation of the world. For inadmissible and harsh as 
St would be to go further back for the basis of the personality and 
its autonomous moral law, yet the moral person can fully appropriate 
the moral law only by means of a religious teleological judgment 
as to the world, therefore by the idea of God, whose essence it is to 
will jnat what the moral person wills, who " claims to be nothing 
more than the unchangeable will of the rule of the personality over 
nature." Religions judgments, therefore, are " only intelligible as the 
expression of the personal self-certainty of the human spirit which is 
in some way morally determined ; " and accordingly, " their truth 
juBt means the reality of the ideal world to which the moral inter- 
course of men ultimately points. For merely knowing beings the 
truth of religion does not exist ; it is only valid for the practice of a 
nmnber of persons having intercourse with each other." From this 
Hermann infers that religion as well as morality is completely with- 
drawn from scientific knowledge of the world, and that the very 
attempt to embrace it in that knowledge destroys it by reducing it 
to the level of natural existence. If it be urged that the moral will, 
however peculiar it be, is yet a part of the totality of experience, and 
must admit of being traced back, like everything else, to an ultimate 
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1 ground of the world, Hermann rejoins, that the moral law.ii 
teaching us to think of the will as free, reminds 113 that " we miM 
not go behind personality to ask what other agency has made ■ 
possible. In it the moral person has reached the ultimate groimd 
of all being, the one point to which all that is actual is to be refeneil 
It is, therefore, to surrender the position in which the moral Wl 
places us, if we take oar stand over-against the moral law as a tMnj 
given objectively, and place it under a supposed higher point of view I 
along with the multiplicity of the things which can be expIainalJ 
In doing this we cast ourselves into personal relations with J 
ultimate, in which our thinking is to come to rest, and from whidl 
as our starting-point we seek to restore the unity of view which ■ 
indispensable to the personal life. But in doing so we are disregaiJi 
iug that conclusion of the matter which the moral law has poinM 
out to us, and by placing ourselves in conflict with it we inb« 
duce a division into our view of life, which is not only a crui !■ 
thought, but which, according to the objective moral standard, mrfl 
be pronounced immoral." ' 

This assertion, that by tracing our personality and its moral law) 
back to the ultimate ground of the world, or God, we become 
chargeable with an immorality, is, from the mouth of a theologian, 
cerlainly astounding. Even Kant did not go so far ; the idea of oar 
duties as divine commands, or of God as lawgiver, served to main- 
tain the connection of His autonomous morality with religion. But 
the cold autonomy of the moral subject, who in this view was fencdj 
in with his own Ibrmal reason, was hard to harmonise with 
survival of a deistic behef in God, and this led Fichte to the fv 
step of setting the moral personality entirely on its own feet. Wilhi 
almost the same words as those now used by Hermann, Fichte de- 
clared •} " I myself and my necessary end are the supersensuous, 
absolutely positive and categorical, beyond which I canDot 
beyond which I cannot wish to go, without destroying my inner 

I IKe Etligion, etc., pp. 255 aeq. ; of. 210, 299, 251. 

* On the Ground of our Belief in a Divine (lovoniment of the World,— FioJiU't | 
Work», V. 181, aeq. at 206. (See above, in the present work, vol. i. p. 279.) 
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It is the end of our existence, that the reasonable being in us aliould 
be absolute and quite free and independent ; reason should be su£G- 
clent for herself," etc. The further step, too, the deduction of belief 
in the moral order of the world from the immediate sense of duty, 
waa there taken by Ficbte, by means of a chain of reasoning similar 
to that of Hermanu, only much clearer and simpler. At this point, 
however, the paths seem to divei^e. From such premises Fichte 
frankly concludes, a conclusion which can scarcely be avoided, that 
this moral being of our own, which represents itself to our conscious- 
ness in the idea of the moral order of the world, is the onli/ divine 
we are entitled to assume, while to trace this order to a world-ground 
or God as its foundation would be to destroy its absoluteness, would 
be to " scorn that conclusion of the matter which the moral law has 
pointed out to us, and to place ourselves in conflict with that law," 
to use Hermann's words. But whether Hermann accepts the con- 
clusion at which Fichte arrived, he nowhere distinctly says : several 
of his expressions^ would seem to indicate that he does so. Con- 
tinuing the passage above cited, he goes on to show that our 
consciousness of freedom, in which every individual knows himself 
as the " absolute beginning of the moral world," yet does not exclude 
the consciousness of dependence, " because the two attitudes only 
represent the different ways in which the reality of the absolute end, 
the intercourse of moral persons, is apprehended by an individual 
human spirit. The same content appears, in the one case, as the 
power over the world, which deprives of its terror the natural 
limitation of our life, in tlie other case as the life-element of our 
freedom." The only meaning it aeema possible to attach to this 
statement is that our freedom is just the same as that which in 
another way of looking at it appears as the divine power above the 
world — an idea which accurately coincides with Fichte's faith in the 
sole divinity of our pure (not our individual) Ego, and its self- 
produced world-order. The above-cited passage amounts simply to 
this ; the being of God " claims to be nothing more than the un- 
changeable will of tlie rule of the personality over nature." To 
' Op. cU. pp. 258, 204, 210. 
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the same effect the followiug : — " For man there can be no 1 
mode of view than that from the position of personal life : in 
ing about for a higher he forgets that the moral law which revi 
to him his own nature aa a person has led him to the limits of 
thought. The word which solves for maw the riddle of the univene 
can be no other than ' personality. ' " The connection here shows ■ 
istinctly that the personality spoken of is not that of God, but I 
of man. But when this world ia declared to be that which so 
the riddle of the universe, the personality is made God, and thus 
Neo-Kantianist has rapidly developed from one position to anot 
has overtaken Fiehte, and is now at the level of Feuerbach, of wh< 
he reminds us in many ways. One more marked passage 
elusion. " Eeligious faith in God is, rightly understood, just the 
medium by which the universal demand of the moral law becomes 
individualised for the individual man in his particular place in tk 
world's life, so as to enable him to recognise its absoluteness as tiie 
ground of hia self-certainty, and the ideal drawn in it as his own 
personal end." Compare with this the following words of Fichle:' 
"That man in speaking tfl others of the various relations of that 
(moral) order to him and his actions comprises and fixes them in the 
notion of an existing being, whom he perhaps calls God, is the result 
of the finiteness of his intellect, but does him no harm if only he 
does not employ that notion for any other purpose than just to hold 
together in this way the relations of the supersensnous world to him 

k which manifest themselves within him." We see that for Fiehte as 
for Hermann, the religious belief in God, rightly understood, is just 
the medium by which the moral law is individualised, brought to 
bear on the individual. 
So closely does Hermann approach the earlier Fichtean position, 
where God disappears in the moral order of the world and religion in 
morality. That he does not proceed boldly on Fichte's road, bnt 
remains with one foot in the deism of Kant, ia no advantage, but*' 
deplorable obstacle to the inner transcending of this irreligi 
moralism. If Hermann would once take up this position 
1 " Appeal to t!iB Public against the Charge of Atfaeism," ■ 
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6i decidedly and clearly aa Fichte did, we should expect with coiifi- 
#: dence that the logic of the case would lead him as it led Fichte 
b beyond an untenable subjective idealism to an idealism objective 
and absolute. That absolute freedom and autonomy which simply 
does not exist in us finite reasonable beings he would be led to 
transfer to the infinite reason above us and before us, and then he 
would find in it the real ground both for our moral and for all 
natural existence. For it is not the case, as Hermann with a 
curious blindness continues to reproach us, that to refer these two to 
a common divine origin is to make them alike in nature or of equal 
value. In such a solid theism not only would full justice be done 
to the legitimate elements of the Kant-Fichtean idealism, but the 
crying contradiction would be removed which the weak half-sceptical 
half-believing position of Neo-Kantian theology seeks to impose on 
us, of seeking the power which orders the world in a God, in whom 
the moral persons, the principal factors of our world, are not based, 
and who stands in no conceivable connection with the other factor, 
with nature ! 

Instead of thus endeavouring by earnest examination of such diffi- 
culties and problems to work out what is unsatisfactory and ambiguous 
in his position, a position which oscillates between the anthropologism 
of Fichte and Feuerbach and the deism of Kant, Hermann appears, 
at any rate up to this time (for he may not have spoken his last word) 
to prefer to shelter himself under the protecting wings of positive 
authority. The reason he gives for this /ieru'/Sao-i? eU aXKo yemt 
is highly characteristic of the weakness of the whole position. 
" If we be told," he says, " that religion, which we declare to be the 
correlative of personal self-certainty, iathe mere imagination of an 
energetic subjectivity, we can make no direct answer. We can only 
point to the fact that the world of belief is the world of the living, 
and that the living holds the field. "When the believer looks that 
circumstance straight in the face, the existence of reUgious com- 
munion becomes invaluable to him, confirming his own certainty 
as nothing else can. With burning desire must he then lay hold 
upon the testimony by which the mighty traces of religion in 
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history, aud moat of all the religioua tradition in which he himself 
was nourished, vouch for the fact that his proud and anxious heal 
is not alone answerable for the inexplicable audacity of faith, 
that when he believes he is yielding to a power which sways n 
hearts which are thus united with him." Instead, then, of in 
diate personal certainty which here snEfers shipwreck ia the coi 
between knowledge and heart, an appeal to the " many," who yielJ 
to the same power of faith ! Aa if in matters of truth numbers wk» 
to decide. As if the one Luther in Worms with bis appeal to clw 
grounds of Scripture and reason, were not in the right aa against iS 
the millions of Catholics of his own and of all times ! No ; 
replacing of the missing inner certainty of truth, of the " witness d 
the Spirit with our spirit," aa Scripture calls it, by a multitude o! 
outward testimonies, and by the powers of tradition and authority, 
is surely neither Kantian nor Protestant, but only positivist and 
Catholic ! 

But the stumbling weakness of the Neo-Kantian faith once shel- 
tered in the safe citadel of ecclesiastical positivism, that facilitj 
which can only proceed from the exaltation of this belief above all 
worldly knowledge, and so above all logic too, is once again em- 
ployed, and the idealistic premises which were used as a ladder to 
rise to this height, are cast aside as useless lumber. Before, the 
idealistic self-certainty of the moral personality was said to be irf 
such unconditional autonomy, that it could not endure even to he 
traced back to God as the creative and legislative ground. Now we 
are surprised by assertions, in which the moat extreme belief on 
authority and on tradition, such a belief as even the dogmatic of the 
Church had never taught so nakedly, is made a religious and conse- 
quently also a moral principle of life. " The source of religioua 
knowledge is for us neither our morality nor one kind or another of 
metaphysics, but revelation. Thus do we designate an event in 
which we have recognised the declaration of the divine will directed 
to our salvation." This revelation, we are carefully assured, i&. 
always merely an outward event, even for the bearers of the rei 
tion, who have always to set the divine declaration over-against 
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course of their own lives aa something quite difl'erent from the lattei- 
It seems almost a commonplace, and yet it ia necessary to remind 
this massive positivism of the weli-knowo objections ; where were 
men, both the first bearers of a revelation and those to whom they 
communicated it, to get the criterion of a divine declaration, and 
the reason for holding it to be authentic, if it did not meet with a 
point of connection in something within them, if there was not an 
inner revelation there already, to which the new, outwardly com- 
municated revelation corresponded, and by which it was authenti- 
cated ? To this inner revelation all the bearers of revelations have 
from the first appealed : Jesus spoke of it when he spoke of the 
" light that is in thee," which must be sound if the whole man is to 
be full of light ; Paul spoke of it when he spoke of the law of God 
■written on the hearts of the GentUea, and John spoke of it when he 
spoke of the drawing of the Father to the Son, by which those who 
are of the truth are led to Christ : the early Fathers thought of it 
■when they spoke of the pre-Christian activity of the Logos in the 
■whole of humanity or of the anima natiirtditer Christiana ; Pro- 
testant dogmatic referred to in the revelalio naturalis, on which the 
relative truth of the theologia naturalis is based. I know but one 
school of doctrine which has repudiated as decidedly aa the Neo- 
Kantian theology any inner and universal revelation, in favour of 
one exclusively external and historical. I refer to the Socinian doc- 
trine, with which the doctrine we are discussing shows in other 
respects also a strong similarity. We see in both the characteristic 
combination of a barren rationalistic moralism with a lifeless super- 
natural positivism. 

In connection with the question how we are to conceive of the 
historical facts of revelation, the problem of belief in miracles must 
of necessity be faced. This is a sore point for a theology which on 
one side is so anxious to maintain its reputation for orthodoxy, and on 
the other has set up an absolute partition between the causal nexus 
of nature and a transcendent God, who is only to be thought of in 
the categories of ethics. Hence on this point also we only get from 
these theologians oracles of Pythian darkness and ambiguity. " The 
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excited discussion for or against the credibility of the miraculoni 
narratives of the Gospels, on grounds of principle, ia completely in- 
different for the present problem of theology. It ia however exceU 
lently suited to confuse men's minds and to blunt their perception 
of religious truth. For whether a man proves the possibility or tlift 
impossibihty of miracles, what determines his judgment ia a view of 
God which ia not tlie Christian one. We do not share the belirf 
which is common to tbe apologists and their opponents, that natnn 
i a completed whole for our knowledge. Hence to our view tnaj 
I miracle of God is immeasurably prepared for in natural ways. God 
' worlis through nature which he created as a means for his final pur- 
pose. But we must repudiate as superstitious any attempt to come 
to a final decision as to the possibility or impossibility of any reported 
occurrences, if that attempt proceeds on a view of the whole of nature 
the materials of which view have been gathered from the results iq» 
to this time of natural science" This suspension of judgment may 
be right and fitting in regard to many miraculous nari-atives, but 
to extend it to all of them is certainly more prudent than reasonable* 
As for the EesuiTection in particular, Hermann declares on the ow 
band that he cannot see how a believer iu the presence and activity 
of God throughout the whole existence of Christ can surrender thtf 
conviction that he actually rose again : we are not entitled howem 
to make any inferences from a fact which we can so little penetrate 
as to the real form of the world, inferences which would biing 
about a fantastic dislocation of our knowledge of the world, 
fact is as inexplicable to us as the creation of tbe world, and belong 
as far as we are concerned, to the same category. Yet, on the 
hand, a belief in the fact ought not to be made a condition of bfr 
longing to tbe Christian community. In general we should not 
forget, that we here stand in a sphere in which we do not mark 
the ways for ourselves, hut yield to the educating influence put fort) 
by an objective spiritual power. In such a situation it is a oonj 
mandment of God to ua thankfully to rejoice in the revelation wk 
makes us free, and to enrich our knowledge at its historical soui 
In doing so " we are not called on to make a sacrifice of the intelle0 
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which would merely be the sacrifice of a metaphysical prejudice, 
because we do not possess the wisdom at all, which we should be 
called to surrender." 

And this is enough for us. Scientifically we can have no further 
dealings with a theologian who himself confesses that it no longer 
remains for him to make a sacrifice of the intellect. I am also of 
opinion that yea and nay is not good theology, and that the words 
apply to theology as well as to other things : " As for the upright, 
He directeth his way " ! 
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An interesting parallel to Hermann's Religion is Julius Kaftan's 
of the Christian Religion {\^&\). He sharea with Hermann 
the Neo-Eantian basis of his theory of religion, the strict separation 
of knowledge and faith, and tiie limitation of knowledge to the facts 
of nature and history, with the repudiation of its right to interfere 
in the sphere of faith, which ia based exclusively on estimates of 
value, and subservient to man's need of salvation. Starting however 
from this common basis, the paths of the two thinkers at once diverge 
in a remarkable way, only to meet again in positive dogma. The 
difference may be shortly stated as follows ; Hermann goes beyond 
Kant in the direction of IFichte, i.e. of subjective idealism, but Kaftan 
goes back before Kant, in the direction of Hume and Locke, i.e. of 
sceptical empiricism (scepticism of course is not directed against 
faith in this theologian, but against knowledge, in favour of faith). 
The relation of Kaftan to Hermann is therefore exactly the same as 
that of Laas to Albert Lauge on the philosophical line of Neo-Kan- 
tianism ; as the ethical idealism of the latter turns with Laas (p. 177) 
into Comtian positivism, so the Kantian moralism which still serves 
as a basis for Hermann, turns with Kaftan into an anti-Kantian 
empiricism and a purely liistorical I'eligious positivism. This close 
parallel in the two branches, otherwise quite independent of each 
other, unmistakably reveals an inner law in the development of the 
whole tendency, a law indeed of its disintegration. 

Hermann holds fast the a priorism of Kant both in the theoretical 
^^in the practical reason, and allows the validity of the laws (^^^^1 
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' thouglit at least within Che sphere of experience. Kal'tan, on tha 
other hand, rejects this a priorism entirely, and regards it as an eril 
e£fect of platonic speculation, from which even Kant suffered. The 
so-called " laws of thought " too, which are thought to provide a 
bridge from science to metaphysical speculation, can never, Kaftan 
holds quite in the spirit of the positivist Stuart Mill, claim anj 
greater importance than that of rules which we the human race 
have abstracted from our successful investigation and thought. Tliil 
applies even to what is most universal, " where the idea of an a 
priori principle might suggest itself most readily." The only Inti- 
mation of a method is its success. Hence the laws of thought unde^ 
a change according to the objects of knowledge to which th^ an 
applied. For the constinction of religious ti^uth they are the fomil 
means, but they must never play a legislative part in this spherei 
they must be subordinated to the highest principle, the ruling ideaflf 
the supreme good. This is not in contradiction with the principles 
which guide the search for truth in other fields, but directly connected 
with the state of the facts everywhere. " The truth on which Hil- 
principle is based is in fact no other than this, that not facts but 
values form the decisive consideration in all questions of bitnUB 
knowledge." This is going even further than the positivist iheoij 
of science, in which, though the laws of thought are regarded ta 
Kaftan regards them, aa mere rules derived from induction, the taott 
still hold their place as the ultimate test of truth ; while Kaflift 
denies to them this validity, and makes " values," i.e. fortuitous sub* 
jective taste, the sole deciding tribunal in all questions of humaa 
knowledge. It is hard to see how anything like science can stiffi 
maintain itself along with this absolute sceptical subjectivism. "Wl 
are taken back to the position of a Protagoras, for whom Plato anl 
Aristotle, Leibniz and Kant, do not exist. 

But Kaftan works out his principle in thorough earnest in tb 
practical sphere. And this ia the point at which his path divergll 
most decidedly from that of Hermann. The latter stretched Kantt 
autonomy of the practical reason to the most exti-eme Fichtea 
idealism, and constructed religion just ou this absoluteness of 
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moral law and a moral will, which lie quite beyond all experieoce. 
Kaftan regards the a prion character of the moral law with Kant as 
a remainder of platonio speculation which must be got rid of ; it is 
a mischievous and antiquated prejudice, he holds, to think that there 
is in this sphere of personal life auch a constant element of the 
human spirit (as legislative practical reason), an innate moral dis- 
position on which our moral consciousness could support itself. On 
the contrary, it ought to be seen that with all these ideas about the 
« p^Hori nature of the human mind and all that is in it, we are simply 
weaving a myth, and involving ourselves in contradictions, since 
what is born in us by natui'e is nature in its character. The moral 
life. Kaftan says, quite in the spirit of Locke and of the modem 
positivista, arises and develops itself naturally in the course of his- 
tory, and the moral disposition of the individual is simply his quali- 
fication to take his place in such a historically given development. 
Philosophy, too, need not look for the moral ideas anywhere but in 
history, where they take form as the common principles of valua- 
tion in historical communities. Now, I am far from denying the 
legitimacy of this appeal to history ; I myself seek to grasp ideas 
in their historical development, and hence describe my own philosophy 
of religion as " genetico-speculative." But I certainly consider that 
to apeak of development is always to take for granted that there is 
something to develop, some entity containing in itself from the first 
a germ and a law of growth, and that this a prion cause of develop- 
ment is to be cai'efully distinguished from its historical process ; and 
I think it cannot but be mischievous, especially in the sphere of 
ethics, to confound the growth under historical conditions with the 
unconditioned cause or a prion law of it. For if all morality is 
reduced to a mere positive product of history and the eternal norm 
denied, which is immanent in the constitution of reason (" the law 
of God written in the heart," the Scriptures call it), then it is clear 
that there exists no longer any objective and universally valid 
motive and criterion of morality ; it depends, as Kaftan himself con- 
cedes, ■"' in the last instance on the subjective factor of peraonal 
valuation," i.e. it is a matter of taste for each individual. From the 
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formidable ethical consequences of this subjective position, oae mind 
may take refuge in revelation, but the position provides us ■with na 
universally valid reasons for forbidding another to turn to qoito 
another side, perhaps to the immoral aide. 

Starting from this pure empiricism, Kaftan arrives at a theory of 
religion, which is partly superior to Hermann's, partly inferior to it 
It is superior : for while with Hermann religion all but diaappesra 
in morahty, or at least is represented as only another way of takii^ 
the same thing, a thing which is to be found in its reality in th! 
moral intercourse of mankind. Kaftan is far from doing away wi4 
religion in such a fashion. He states from the first emphatically, 
and with express disapproval of the Hermann-Ritschl theolt^, that 
religion aims not at ethical ideals but at goods : that its spedfie 
difference from morahty consists just in this, that the motive of what 
is done in religion is the desire of life and of goods, while ths 
foundation of moral action is the feeling of the binding power of i 
moral ideal : the kernel of the Christian religion in particular, he 
says, is the life of the soul hid with Christ in God ; and he even goej 
ao far as to assert that religion is only completed in the man fw 
whom the world with its goods no longer exists, whose soul Uva 
entirely in God, and that a positive reference out of this life in God 
back to the life in the world is essentially alien to religion, the soiil 
of which does not attach itself to the moral goods of the earthly li£ 
hut to a supreme supramundane good : " the certainty of an ete 
life ia a kingdom of God which is above the world, which 1 
as yet in the beyond, is the very nerve of our Christian piety." TiA 
accentuation of the specific meaning and importance of religi 
the warm and hearty tone with which Kaftan speaks of it, form ] 
pleasing contrast to the icy cold of the moralism of Eitschl and Hot 
mann ; yet, on the other hand, we cannot deny that this advanta 
on Kaftan's siile is dearly bought at the expense of the ahsolol 
value of morality which with Heiinann was so energetically a 
forth, and was made the basis of religious certainty. In place of t 
absolute value of morality. Kaftan sets up endtemonism. Not on 
does he find the origin of religion, as does also Heimann, exclusiTt 
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in the egoistic endBemoniBtic effovt to hold life and its goods secure 
against the hardship of the earth, but he never lets religion in its 
further growth get beyond egoiatic endEemoniam (as Hermann 
earnestly endeavours to do). True, the goods sought after become 
always more refined till they consist in the supramundane blessed- 
ness of the kingdom of God in the world beyond ; but however the 
objects change to which value is attached, the sole motive continues 
to be the individual desire of happiness, the impulse towards enjoy- 
ment. But if this endeavour (whether directed to the goods {i.e. the 
materials of enjoyment) of this world or of the world beyond) is 
made the highest and the dominating point of the view of life, and 
moraUty related to it as a mean to an end, as Kaftan expressly does, 
then two things inevitably follow. Morality is degi-aded : it obvi- 
ously loses its specific truth, its unconditional validity or " holiness," 
because it is lowered to the category of conditions, means, of indi- 
vidual satisfaction, to interest properly understood, after the manner 
of Bentham and Stuart Mill. And, secondly, with this degradation 
of the morally unconditioned the last remnant of all unconditioned 
truth whatever, the last inner support even of religious truth, is 
sacrificed, and faith comes to be based exclusively on the subjective 
pathos of the endfemonistic Ego ; or, as Hume said, on the passions 
of the heart Here we reach the position, or rather the want of any 
defijiite position, the instabilis tellus, innabilis unda, of the scepticism 
of Hume. Now it is true that this standpoint appears, as Hume 
himself declared of it, to offer the special advantage to the theo- 
logian, that as no certainty remains either for theoretical or for pi-ac- 
tical reason, we are thrown back the more entirely on unconditional 
faith in an outward revelation ; and Kaftan accordingly points to 
revelation as the sole stay of all rehgious certainty, Alas ! there 
lies and will ever lie, a " broad ugly ditch " between every positive 
revelation and subjective conviction, Lessing pointed to it in the 
fatal question, How can I know whether that which is handed 
down as a revelation, really is so ? or in what sense and to what 
extent the tradition is to be taken as a revelation ? what is the 
original and essential part of it, the real heart of the matter ? what 
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is to be regained as the permanent truth of it, and what as the mae 
historical dress ? These questions are not to be lightly pat aside 
they indicate the heel of Achilles of every systevi of sceptical ^ 
tivism, as any man can with slight consideration convince himselt 

A proof of this may indeed be gathered from Kaftan's own boot 
With extraordinary confidence he states it to be the revealed essenc* 
of the Christian religion that it not only fulfils the moral law h 
promises a corresponding suprainundane good, namely, the aupn- 
mundane kingdom of God, as the goal of our existence in the worW 
beyond, to which the moral ideals and goods of this earthly life i: 
related only aa means and conditions. This, he says, is what i 
Christianity the perfect religion, which it would cease to he wherevR 
the centre of gravity of our existence should be transferred to thii 
world instead of the other, even were it placed in the moral ideals of 
social life on the earth. Now this must be allowed to be a v 
Christianity which many have shared at every period of its hi 
but no less certain is it that others took a different view, and it is 
very questionable which is the loftier conception of Chriatiauily, 
that which places its centre of gravity in the eschatological hope o 
the future, so as to make it differ little from the Judaism of th 
Essenes and Pharisees, or that which holds it to be the peculia 
the original principle of Christianity that it transfers the kingdom d 
God from the beyond of the Jewish hope to the here of a preset 
spiritual and historical reality, and says : The kingdom of { 
has come to you, is present in you, is righteousness and peace as 
joy in the Holy Ghost, is that etei^ual life which makes its { 
into our hearts as the knowledge and love of God, and into the wod 
we live in as a sanctifying power. These different views of tb 
nature of Christianity have always, we learn from history, existe 
side by side, and the question as to their religious truth can scarcelj 
be decided by historical considerations. Nor can the point be settla 
by an appeal to the subjective judgment of the world, since jn^ 
ments of taste are no proper subject of discussion, and possess on] 
subjective validity. If any decision is to be arrived at at all, it i 
hard to see in what other way we are to look for it than by appecd 
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ig to such authorities as are neither historically problematical nor 
used on subjective taste, but of universal objective validity. And 
lis leads to nothing but some a priori, some inner revelation of God 
I the last support of certainty, whether that revelation be thought, 
\ terms of theology, as the witneaa of the Holy Ghost, or in terms 
' philosophy as an ideal Ego, practical reason, pure self-conscious- 
ess, or in whatever other way. 

But it must be said that we cannot arrive at a clear and decided 
idgment of any form of Christianity which ia not consistently 
^^orked out. Kaftan's view appears to me to atop short of its legiti- 
cmate conclusion, aa he attributes value not only to the supreme good 
i>f the beyond, but also, in a relative degree, to the moral endsof thifi 
«vorld, which stand in no necessary connection with the former. I 
iHie full energy of the purely transcendental, and therefore anti- I 
Ltional view of Christianity, we do not find in Kaftan : we do iind I 
. in the Dane, Soren Kierkegaard. \ 

Sbren Kierkegaard' sets out like the Neo-Kantians from the poai- 
jon that truth ia not a matter of objective thought at all, since such 
ought has for its contents some form or other of being, and hence 
quite inadequate for the existing, which is not a being but a 
looming. Christianity, in particular, is not a truth which could 
ver be the subject of scientific knowledge, whether called philo- 
ophical or theological or historical. It is rather a relation of exist- 
ince, which can only be the subject of personal experience, of 
Bssionate, infinitely interested, appropriation. The truth of it con- 
aists entirely in the subjective inwardness and paasionateness of per- 
■nal appropriation of and absorption in the absolute relation of 
listences on which salvation or ita opposite depends. The way to 
Christianity accordingly does not lead through objective thought, 
Ifhich, so far aa it is philosophical, is a delusion, so far as it is bis- 
One of his works is translated into German, viz., Exercises in Chria/ianity, 
trauBl&tetl by A, Bartiold (Halle, 1878), and givaa a. tolerably clear repreaentition 
of Kierkegaard's original style of thongbt. 1 have also had at my diB]K)sal a number of 
jupers by tbo Danish scholars, H. Briiohner and S. Heegard, which Dr. Alexander 
oraoe oE Copenhagen was good enough to tranalate for me. 
VOL. II. O 
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torical cau only attain to an approsimation to the truth, not to 
truth itself. But equally little doea the way to Christianity 1 
through the Church which, in its character as Christendom esiS 
in alliance with the world, is rather a declension from true Chii 
tianity than the way to it. The way to it is no other than subject 
thought, self- collection ahout one's own existence, infinite 
ahout one's self and one's sins, and the infinite passion of faith oij 
absorption, arising from the deepest subjective interest in one's 
sonal relation to the divine. But this way possesses several s\ 
and leads through various forms of existence. 

The first stage is that of immediate or testhetic existence, » 
life is directed to enjoyment, and consists in the passionate li 
hold of the moment and of its fortuitous goods at each time, witifl 
any constancy of direction or any consciousness of the eternal val 
of the spirit. Tliis stage leads to despair, which as finite leads 
hardening, but as absolute to submission and so to healinj 
Ego has to choose between its fortuitous individuality and its etai 
spiritual validity ; if it determines for the latter, it has gained 
in its freedom or absoluteness, and has passed therewith to the 
tion of ethical existence. But the self which has attained its ft 
dom can only maintain it by constantly realising it ; the et^ 
man is eo ipso the axiting man. And absolute freedom can only 
realised as one with absolute dependence, i.e. in the fulfilment 
duty, especially of the man's calling, in which the universally hnn 
comes to individual expression. But the individual faints under 
absolute demand of infinity, and comes to require higher assistaa 
and so the ethical is shown to be a mere transitional sphere on 
way to the higher, the religious existence. The first form of t 
existence, not yet specifically Christian, is that of general rehgi 
inwardness, or of absolute direction to the absolute end of 
salvation. But this absolute end does not admit of being recond 
with the relative ends of finiteoess, and so the man who directs hi 
self to that end finds himself confronted with the task of tenound 
his finite existence in its relative ends, no longer having his life 
them, and in this pathos of self-renunciation accomplishing an 
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'hich transcends merely moral actioE. The fundamental quality of 
■the religious life is sufferimj. To be without suffering is to be with- 
■'oat religion. But the meaning of suffering is self-effacement, which, 
•ftlowever, is not a spiritless giving up of ourself, but the strenuous 
•*6xertion of an uninterrupted struggle for aelf-maatery. The relation 
man to the eternal presents itself primarily as a consciousness of 
and guilt ; and out of this comes the specific Christian religious 
lirit through the faith which lays hold of the paradox, " God majii- 
tted in time as man," and looks for its salvation from its relation 
the eternal, who came into the Hmits of time, to the divine which 
an individual existence. It is of the very essence of Christian 
Caitb, Kierkegaard strongly insists, that it conflicts with all the laws 
euid forms of thought, declaring the birth of the eternal in a par- 
ticular moment of time, and the union of God with an individual 
■Ban in the historical God-man. But this very paradox which to J 
Brought is the inconceivable itself, is all the more the highest cer- 1 
^uity to faith ; faith lays hold of it afresh every moment with the 
^finite energy of a passionate desire of salvation, and carries it off, 
tas it were, in spite of the opposition of the understanding, maintain- 
ing it on the strength of its own subjective feeling in spite of 
rerything objective. Faith, according to Kierkegaard, conflicts not 
lerely with particular forms of thought, but with thought altogether 
Bnd entirely : it throws all the rational contents of consciousness 
Overboard on principle, and loses itself, with its consciousness of sin, 
in the paradox of the grace which appeared in time in the God-man, 
in this absolute miracle, thus " becoming contemporary with Christ." 
But this opposition contained in faith to what is naturally human 
not limited to the intellectual side, it affects the practical side 
well. As the miracle of faith can never be reconciled with reason, 
the life of faith can never have anything in common with the life 
of the world ; as the need of salvation demands the breach with 
thought, so it demands that a breach should be made with the finite 
intereata of the world. The absolute religious relation does not, 
according to Kierkegaard, transcend the relative ethical relations ot 
tlie life of the world in the sense that it embraces them in itself and 
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seeks lo develop its power in them, and to elevate them to absololi 
divine wortli and importance ; its relation to them is that of indiffw 
ence, exclusion, negation ; it claims man's whole strength for il 
requires him to refer himself ahaolutely to the absolute at evm 
moment, and sum up all his desires in a convulsive assertion of hi 
entirely subjective relation to God, to his eternal end, to salvatioa 
Then he has no strength left for ethical relations, they must J 
necessity disappear, as unessential and valueless in comparison to ^ 
infinite religious relation, because they fall outside of it. 
Kierkegaard can only find true Christianity in entire renunciation a 
tlie world, in the following of Christ in lowliness and snfferii| 
especially when met by hatred and persecution on the part of di 
world. Hence his passionate polemic against ecclesiastical Chiii 
tianity, which he says has fallen away from Christ, by coming t 
a peaceful understanding with the world and conforming i 
world's life. True Christianity, on the contrary, is a constail 
polemical pathos, a battle (gainst reason, nature, and the world;! 
commandment is enmity with the world, its way to life is the death i 
the naturally human. Kot only was this negative relation charai 
teristic of it at its first appearance, this is stiil its abiding € 
and hence, so long as Christianity remains true to its nature, it m 
only call forth the most extreme opposition, hatred, and scorn, on ti 
part of the world. Where this is not the case, as in the Christianitf 
of the Church, it is a sign that true Christianity is adulterated M 
perverted, since it can never be the affair of the mass, but only 
the individuals who renounce the world in order to find God andd 
L save their souls. 

^^^^ This is a consistent theory. It teaches with a resolution wartl 

^^^1 of Tertullian, not in theory only but in earnest, contempt of r 
^^K and science, of nature and of cultivation, of the morals and custort 

W of the world (of marriage as well as others), and of a Church whicl 

I conforms to the world. And there is something refreshing, a 

P thing commanding in this resolute consistency, when we contrast 

[ with the half measures and the ambiguities of our " Neo-Kantiao' 

L theologians. It has also the advantage of being incapable of refnti 
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, since refutation can only take place by grounds of reason, the 
dity of which is here denied in advance. The position is there- 
unassailable. Yet its trees will not grow till they reach heaven ; 
i is certain from the constitution of human nature, the reason in 
ch cannot be uprooted and was not abolished by Christianity 
er, so that abstinence from the use of reason in thought and 
Dn cannot be permanently epidemic. 




CHAPTEE III. 



THE HEEBAKTIAN PHILOSOPHY OK EELIGION. 

JOHASN Fkiedbich Heebakt. realistic pluralist aatipode of tb 
speculative successors of Kant, wrote no philosophy of religia 
himself, but contented himself with a few remarks on religion 
matters, which stand in no intimate connection with hia philoaoplij 
proper, and may therefore be regarded rather as personal confesHim 
of a philosopher who undoubtedly was religiously disposed, than it 
possessing any special importance for the history of the philosophy il 
religion. Some of his disciples, however, proceeded to work out til 
philosophy of religion on the basis of his philosophy, and thoog 
they did this in different ways aud differed widely from each othat 
yet for the most part they agree in displaying an extraordini 
animosity towards all who are not followers of Herbart, and esj 
towards every form of speculative philosophy of religion and specuU 
tive theology. It may not therefore be out of place, not to ansvs 
their attacks, which are based on too palpable misunderstandings 
and the tone of which is too far removed from the language of tl# 
cultivated scientific world to make a discussion with them poasibls, 
but to cast the light of criticism on their own performances. 

Herbart always apoke of religiou with great respect : he a 
a moat valuable, indeed an indispensable medicine for the htonil 




' The most moderate, and BcientiHcally the moat importaiiit of tlie HerbutiH 
retigin-philoBophera is Droblach ; in Thito the diacueaion is more violeat aud n 
one-Bided ; while in Fliigel and in SclUit, HerbartiSiU zes.\ has grown into a 
fflnaticiam, the ruileness of wbioh is only Burpaaaed by the uarrowneBa of vii 
wbiah all understaiiding of other modes of thought ia abaoliitely sealed, 
religious views arc collected and eihibited in a elaar manner by AUaia & 
in the diaaertation ; "TliB poflition of the Philosophy of Religion i 
system," Halle, 1880. 
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heart, which receives from it, amidst the evils of life, strength, 
comfort, and uplifting. As a support of morality also, and as a 
subsidiary means of moral education, he holds religion to be of great 
value, and he recognises the importance of the work of the Church 
for the preservation and conaoUdation of social order. The justifica- 
tion of religion rests accordingly in the first place on its practical 
value, hut in addition to this Herbart allows it a certain theoretical 
validity, in virtue, that is, of the aesthetic teleological view of nature 
which it represents. As mankind was led to religion from the 
beginning not merely by the need of higher aid, but also by admiring 
wonder of the world, so for us also, practical necessity is not the 
only motive of religion, but is accompanied by that derived from the 
contemplation of the utility and purpose which are in nature. This 
purpose is not read into nature by us, as Herbart is careful to insist, 
as against subjective idealism, but meets ua as a relation of things 
objectively valid, and so leads us involuntarily to the thought that 
this purposeful arrangement must be the work of a supreme 
intelligence. At the same time this purpose is connected with our 
lesthetic contemplation of nature ouly ; it lias nothing to do with 
theoretical thought proper or with the metaphysical explanation of 
the world. Hence the religious view of the world which rests on 
eesthetic teleological contemplation of nature, may be called a supple- 
ment of metaphysic, but stands in no essential connection with 
metaphyaic. Herbart even makes the significant admission that he 
loses control of his metaphysic as soon as he attempts to turn it to the 
improper purpose of a theoretical definition of the highest object. 
This is comprehensible enough. For in fact Herbart's metaphysic is 
of such a nature as not only not to require the notion of God, but to 
have no room for it. 

Herbart's metaphysic is a pluralistic realism. He sets out from 
the same point as Kant, that what is given to us in experience is in 
the first place merely phenomena, not being itself. But instead of 
pi'oceeding with Fichte to drop the Kantian thin g-in- itself, and to 
explain phenomena in the way of idealism, from the Ego, Herbart 
turns in the opposite direction, holds to that realistic background 
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of tlie Kantian criticism, and seta philosophy the taak of detenninii^ 
by meeiiB of critical reflection what is the being which uuderlia 
phenomeaB. We are compelled to go beyond phenomena by tlie 
contradictions they contain, specially by the contradiction of o 
thing with its several qualities, and the change or the co-existenM 
of A and noti A in the same thing. These contradictions, according 
to Herbart, make it impossible for us to see true being in tin 
phenomenon itself : yet it is not an appearance merely : itpointatoi 
being, and the only question is how we have to conceive this being 
in order to solve the contradictious of the phenomenon. 
answer to this question is shortly as follows : That which existsm 
consist of a multiplicity of real essences, each of which is absolutelj 
posited, hence quite simple and unchangeable in itself, but from tin 
being together of which there result for our "fortuitous view" tin 
manifold relations which appear to us as the different qualities and 
changes of things. When, that is to say, two or more reala d 
diffei'ent quality are together, each preserves itself in its simple and 
imchangeable being against the disturbances threatening it fromtb 
others, and these self-preservations, varying according to the variety 
of the opposition, produce the appearance of different and changing 
qutdities of things. But these disturbances and self-preservation* 
which are the basis of the " happening " of our experience, are yrt 
not a real happening which takes place in the reals themselves ; &t 
as they are supposed to be absolutely unchangeable they can expat 
ence no disturbances, no influences at all, from without, nor can they 
be thus incited to real acts of self-preservation ; what appej 
to be so are only their relations to each other, present for our chano* 
view, but unessential to the reals themselves ; their " coming and 
going," to which Herbart reduces the appearance of the change, is, 
since the relation of space is assumed to be mere appearance, i 
proper movement of the reals themselves, but the mere changing 
form of their connection and relation to our subjective apprehension 
This, however, is merely to shift the change from the object to th* 
subject; the explanation of it is merely thrust back, not facilitated; 
on the contrary, the difficulty under the Herbartian presuppositioaa 
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lere appears quite insoluble. For the representing subject or the 
soul is essentially, like all reals, a perfectly simple and unchangeable 
being, without any inner multiplicity. Only from its being together 
with other reals, which form its body and outward things generally, 
do the disturbances on the one hand, the self-preservation on tlie 
other, arise, which form the contents of the soul's life. The self- 
preservations of the soul are ideas, in the mutual oppositions and 
connections of which consists the mechanism of psychical occur- 
rences, which admit of being described mathematically. The idea of 
the Ego or self- consciousness, too, as a being aware of its own mani- 
fold contents and remaining identical with itself amid tlieir change, 
18 according to Herbart a mere illusion, which arises from the fact 
that all our series of ideas intersect each other in one point, and we 
distinguish this point, which is constantly in motion, from the 
various series which meet together in it. Here the question un- 
avoidably presents itself, how even the idea of the combination of the 
multiform and the change of the contents of the ideas can occur in 
the soul if it is a perfectly simple and unchangeable being ? Grant 
that the Ego is a mere illusion, still this illusion must be present to a 
subject to whom it appears, but this subject for which the change of 
ideas appears must from that very fact itself have changing ideas, 
and 80 take part really in the change ; it cannot therefore be the 
unchangeable simple soul-substauce Herbart would have it. The 
Herbartiau psychology and metaphysic suffers shipwreck by its 
manifest incapacity really to make intelligible the phenomenon it 
was constructed to explain. Proposing to solve contradictions 
arbitrarily supposed to exist, it is itself entangled in the cardinal 
contradiction of a consciousness for which no subject is to be found. 
From such a psychology as this, according to which the soul is a 
simple being without contents or life, which can only receive con- 
tents or manifestations of life by fortuitous external relations, and 
the functions of which are said to form a strictly mathematical and 
calculable mechanism, from such a theory it is obvious that only a 
mechanical and materialistic view of the spiritual life can result. Tt 
is equally clear that a metapliysic which can tell us of nothing but 
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an indefinite multiplicity of absolutely independent reals, and ei- 
plaiiis the whole of phenomena from fortaitous views as to 1 
togetherness and their coming and going, has no room for a Go 
creator, preserver, and ruler of the world. Even so favourable i 
judge of Herbart as Alexis Bchwarze states it as his first thesis, afio 
describing the Herhartian theory of religion, that " Herbart'a 
physic, like every atomistic system, leads when consistently woAb 
out to the denial of the notion of God : " and one might expect tin 
Herbartians to see that this conviction, which must force itself « 
every unprejudiced mind^ in connection with Herbart's metaphya^ 
is not a mere arbitrary opinion and a malicious calumny, but belonji, 
to the truth of the matter. The fact that there is a gaping conti 
diction between Herbart'a atheistic system and his personal belief N 
God is oue which the attempts of his disciples to bridge overfii 
chasm cannot materially alter, so long as they adhere to the prinoiplB 
of the system. Let us consider those attempts. 

Taking first the philosophy of religion of Drobisch, we nn 
acknowledge that he does not seek to avoid the difficulty by baai 
the belief in God, as the Neo-Kantiaua do, entirely on estimates! 
value. He sees clearly the different sides of the problem. " ' 
religion of feeling," he well says, " never gets beyond mere s 
jectivity, and in this way runs great risk, without being aware of i 
of losing altogether the pearl it is seeking to secure. He who o 
believes in a God because he wishes one, because it is i^reeaUi 
him to assume that there is one, he has made him himself and fi 
his own use only, like a fetich ; he has not knmtm a God, To do tUl 
objective reasons are necessary." " In the philosophy of religionM 
must demand a demonstration that the idea of God is objecUv^ 
valid." Drobisch furnishes this demonstration by a scient 

I Compare Erdmann, Giundrlsn lier Qeschichte der Philoa. ii. 524 
Byatem ia one more proof of tha fact that there ia no laom in tndividiuiliBtic >; 
for that which the religions man, because ho aeea in it the ground of all that ii 
cbUs God." Zeller, OticMcUe do- Deiaschen Phllosophit, p. 863 : " The mOtioa 
Gail would have presented peculiar diffioulties to Herbart'a metaphysic." UebanM 
Qfsch. d. Philot. iii. 268 : " Herbart'a belief io God ia in several respects c 
dieted by hia inetaphyBio," a view which he deraonBtratcB by similar coiiBiderattffi 
V those now to b.i stated by myaelf. 
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■ examination of the proofs of the existence of God. The ontological 
proof he meets witli the arguments of Kant. Tlie error of the cos- 
mological proof he holds to consist in the asfiiunption that the ahso- 
Jutely necessary must be a unity ; if we understand \>y the absohitely 
necessary that which simply is, then according to the principle 
" much appearance points to much being " {vne vid Schein, so vid 
,Eindeutuni} auf's Smi), it must be thought not as one being hut as 
indefinitely many, which is not to be taken as leading tn polytheism, 
Bince the notion of the absolutely necessary is not identical with 
that of the supreme perfect being, or of God. But in addition to 
the being of the elements it is necessary to assume an original 
motion of them not limited by any particular forces, in every 
direction and at every rate of speed, and from this there results a 
beginning at some period or other of the course of the world in 
time. " Sooner or later, i.e. at a longer or shorter distance of time 
from the present, some sort of a world of mechanical order could not 
fail to arise. So that our world cmdd at any rate be indebted for its 
existence to such a formal ground. AVere this the whole result of 
out metaphysic, it might not unjustly be called atheistic." But to 
the cosmological proof, which takes no account of the quality of 
existence, there is to be added the teleological, which concludes not 
with cogent necessity, but with a high degree of probability, to a 
purposeful arrangement of the whole by an intelligent cause. Here 
Drobisch distinguislies very correctly between mere subjective 
utility, which exists for us only, and rests on tlie arrogant and 
egoistical assumption that the whole of nature only exists for the 
sake of man, and that man's doings are of absolute value, an end in 
themselves — a utility which we unwarrantably import into nature 
from our one-sided point of view, and from which uo objectively 
valid conclusions can be drawn — and the objective utility, which 
actually lies in the facts of organic life, as, for example, even in the 
arrangement and the relations of the masses of our planetary system, 
where it is not imported by our thought. True, we cannot from this 
infer a creator, but only an architect of the world, and even the unity 
and the perfection of that architect might not be beyond doubt, 




ESO PHILOSOPHY OF BELIOION. 

when we look at the raal arrangements of the world as it is. Yet 
these consideration 9 at least warrant tlie inference that the exbtence 
of the object of I'aith is not merely a desirable thing but a very 
probable thing. What the position lacks in point of subjectiva 
certainty and of definiteness of contents is supplied by the etliical 
and practical grounds of belief. These consist, according to 
Drobisch's view, in this, that it is a condition, not of the obligation 
of duty but of the possibility of fulfilling it, that we should beUen 
the world to be awanged by a moral cause with a view to goodness 
because only on this condition eau the indispensable assumption be 
made that moral ends are capable of being attained. This proof 
differs from that of Kant ; it does not postulate the consummation 
of a supreme good which is independent of oiir efforts by the power 
of God, but regards the realisation of the supreme good, namely 
the mom] purpose of the world or the kingdom of God, by us, as > 
task, the practicability of which is guaranteed by the arrangement 
of the world by God. The ethical idea of God thus obtained 
Drobisch then defines in accordance with the 6ve Hevbartian fimda- 
mental notions of morality, holiness, perfection, goodness, the 
righteousness which judges, and the righteousness which recom- 
penses (compensates). 

Attractive as Drobisch's line of thought appears in many respect^ 
yet the most important difficulties are by no means solved. How 
are we to harmonise the original independence of the world-elementa 
or reals, which cannot be traced to any source but themselves, with 
their dependence on the regulating and governing activity of God f 
How are the reals, simple existences admitting of no change, and 
therefore incapable of being influenced from without, to be deter- 
mined by God to the order of His purpose ? Since they have an 
original motion of their own, this motion cannot be taken away and 
changed by God, for this would be to influence the reals and so to 
change them ; but inasmuch as this original motion is not a motion 
of the reals themselves, but only the fortuitous view of their mutual 
disturbances and self-preservations, the purposeful grouping of them 
would not be a change in them but onlv in the view of the beholds, 
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and as this original beholder is according to the hypothesis God 
himself, we are led to a change of God's view of the reals, a change 
which he himself brings about, an idea, however, which is condemned 
by Herbart's decided rejection of all self-determination of God, or of 
his being causa sui. And here we stumble on another difficulty ; 
how are we to reconcile an extra-mundane independent intelligence of 
God with the fundamental principles of the Herbartian psychology, 
by which intelligence is only produced in the process of the soul's 
self-preservation as against other reals ? It is a cardinal piinciple 
of Herbart that the soul being an uncompounded being is not an 
idea- producing power, that it does not possess the spontaneous 
power of throwing out ideas, but that ideas only come to it by its 
external relations to other reals, particularly to such as are already 
grouped about it in that suitable way which we denominate as 
organism. Now this must be true of God as a simple, soul-like 
being, and he therefore can only have received his ideas by suitable 
relations to other reals ; but if so, then this suitableness (the 
organisation of the world) cannot have been brought about by him, 
since to bring it about he must have had the suitable ideas in liim- 
aeK beforehand, and then produced them spontaneously out of him- 
self, which according to Herbart is a perfect contradiction in thought 
But if this suitableness is not designed by God then the whole 
physico- and ethico- teleological argument, on which the objective 
validity of the idea of Gt)d was to rest, falls to the gi-ound. I have 
failed to find either in Herbart or in any of his disciples any solu- 
tion of these difficulties, or any answer to objections, which apply 
to the very foundations of his philosophy of religion, 

The difficidty which arises out of the absolute independence of 
the unoriginated reals is simply avoided by Drobiach and Fliigel, 
when they remark that the assumption of the creation of the world 
by God out of nothing is not necessary for the religious conscious- 
ness which is content to know that that arrangement of the world 
wMch alone is real to us was made by God, even though God found 
materials to his hand in the " simple something " of the reals : the 
manner of the creation remains an inscrutable mystery only to be 
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dreamed about liy fantastic speculation. To this we may anaiicr, 
that it is certainly a matter of indifference to the religious cod- 
scioosnesa whether the world is conceived as created or uncreated, 
as beginning in time or without any beginning, as made out rf 
nothing, or out of something, provided only that its complete 
dependence on God remain unimpaired : but that a metaphynol 
theory, on the other hand, which conceives the world-ground in 
such a way as to destroy or biing into question this dependence of 
the world on God cannot be indifferent to the religious consciousneaa, 
as it would compromise its essential interests. This is, in fact, Uie 
objection to the Herbartian system, and it is an objection not t« b» 
removed by appealing to the difficulty of the problem, and the fact 
that it transcends our knowledge, nor by scornful invectives againat 
speculative theories of creation. However erroneous these theories 
maybe (and I have no great liking to them either), that does not 
make the error of the Herbartian system any better, or help us to 
excuse it No one is entitled to take up the ground of the inscrat- 
ableness of the whole question who does not refrain fi-om aU positira 
assertions on the subject ; he who sets up such a definite theory «( 
the world-ground as we find in the Herbartian metaphysic on the 
one side and philosophy of religion on the other, cannot escape tiia' 
obligation to account lionestly and straightforwardly for the contr*-' 
diction which exists between the two aides of his position, and t* 
aay whether he is able to solve it, and in what way. If he will not 
or cannot do this, he might at least be recommended to observe t 
modester and more temperate style of judging other theories iui£ 
standpoints than Fliigel has allowed himself iu his attack on spectt-" 
lative theology (1881), a work which indulges throughout in ) 
grossest caricature. (Of the youthful insolence of the latest Herbaria 
fanatic Schol, it may be better to say nothing,) 

We look in vain, moreover, for any satisfactory guidance ii 
nection with the second cardinal difficulty of the system, the relation 
of the notion of God to the fundamental ideas of the HerbaitiU 
psychology. Drobisch remarks that we must think of Grod as t 
" world-BOul," according to the analogy of our own soul, t.«. as 
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simple being, unchangeable in its quality and eternal, which, how- 
ever, by DO means pervades the whole world, but as our soul resides 
Idi a particulai' spot in our brain, and so near the extremity of the 
body, has its seat only at the extreme limit of the world (in 
[leaven), and in only connected with the world by something inter- 
paediate, whether something analogous to the nerves, or angels, or 
(whatever it be. To this world-soul we should perhaps ascribe a 
Juality unique in genus and character ; we may also conceive it " in 
^e moat intimate connection with a system of beings, the qualities 
tf "which are in such relations to that of the world-soul, that the 
tott«r, while quite independent of the world, yet maintains a 
SODScious and deliberate connection with it." Here the idea is 
indicated quietly and cautiously, yet unmistakably, that the con- 
Bcious and deliberate connection of God with the world is not 
ine to his own absolute being, but to the suitable relation of his 
nmple being to certain other reals, so that his being God depends 
Bn these reals which are independent of him. Pinally, Drobisch is 
bonest enough to confess that even God's heing spirit, his personality, 
Bonflicts with the psychological premises. " Must we not conceive 
the acts of setting forth of the world-soul as its acts of self-preser- 
ration, as our own acts of setting forth ? How did it come to this ? 
Wind is the inner formation of the soul ; but whence comes the 
■rorld-soul ? Such questions can never receive any answer. Here 
(re find ourselves face to face with a mystery, which a thick 
Impenetrable veil will for ever conceal from our eyes," etc.^ Well, 
iVery one will allow that there is something mysterious and inscrut- 
ible in the Divine nature ; but a notion of God which is entirely incom- 
firehensible, entirely contradictory of the views elsewhere underlying 
Hie system, what theoretical ^value can such a notion have ? Would 
it not be better to give up the attempt to form a notion of God 
iltogether, and to allow the belief in God to be framed simply ac- 
Sording to personal needs and tastes ? At least it might reasonably be 
gtpected that a thinker with so precarious a notion of God should not 
|$t up as a censor of other views possessing infinitely more solidity. 
1 Drobisoh, Philoa. of Religion, vp. 227, 221. 
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At least he should not do so ia the tone adopted by FltigeL' 
discuasing the originnl relation of God to the reals, this writer allom 
us to choose between two assumptions, the first of which must, if carried 
out consistently, lead beyond the Herbartian philosophy, while Uh 
other, makes God a conditioned and relative being, differing onljii 
degree from other beings. According to the first assumption, all tht 
reals were originally in each other and in God, and at the creatjm 
they came forth out of God, so that from that point onwards they an 
only in mediate, not in immediate, connection with God. The sq»- 
position of an existence of the reals in each other at the beginnigg 
may, he says, be improbable, regarded in itself ; bat is the eaaol 
way to make the causal nexus between God and the reals conceiv- 
able, besides that it involves an original fulness of inner states ii 
God, which at ouce gives us the objective basis of the divine self- 
consciousness. Now this is a most remarkable admission, and fa% 
confirms, at the mouth of a Herbartian, the criticism of tin 
Herbartian system given above. If the causal nexus betweffl 
God and the reals can only be explained and a foundation fu 
the original divine self-consciousness can only be found on & 
assumption that the reals were originally not outside God, bat 
in God, i.e. the assumption that the divine unity is the ori^ 
from which multiplicity has issued forth, then an adi 
is made of that which we non-Heibartians have always Ma- 
tended, viz., that the Herbartian pluralist metaphyaic makfi 
both the cai^al nexus between God and the reals and the Arm 
self-consciousness or God's nature as spirit inexplicable, so that tiiis 
pluralist metapbysic must be abandoned in favour of some monistie 
system if belief in God is to be established beyond contradiction, 
on the contrary, the original independence of the reals be miuE- 
tained, then it remains the case, as Fliigel assumes in the second 
member of the above alternative, that God's inner states, whii 
constitute bis intelligence, his spiritual, self-uouscious being, 
conditioned by " the original togetherness of God with all the 
beings, or with a part of tbem," i.e. that God's personality depei 
1 TKt Speeulativr Theologi/ of the Pruenl Dan, PP- 34:9 crji;. 
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■on the world, and in fine is not specifically divine, and diH'ers from 
tLat of every man only in degree. Thug, one of two things must be 
given up— the Herbartian metaphysic or a true God : tertium non 
tlalur. This ia the clear and concise result of the dilemma as stated 
by the Herbartian himself — a result not to be put out of s^ht by all 
ihe Ianguage|that may be used about inscrutable mysteries and the 
Want of data of experience. This appeal to mystery, as soon as 
one's Latin is at fault, ia a convenient piece of tactics, but cannot 
jwssibly be allowed to one who not only sets up a very defiuite 
leory of God's nature and relation to the world, but also ventures 
I declare his own theory to be the only true one, and all others to 
oe radically mistaken. First to thraw down one's glove with all 
le insolence of a challenger, and then as soon as one is in straits 
o retreat with all speed behind the shelter of an " inscrutable 
Dyatery," that is scarcely a chivalrous mode of warfare I 

The uncertain and uutenable nature of the foundations of the 
lerbartian philosophy of religion being once recognised, the detail 
f the system cannot awaken much interest. It may be said, how- 
ler, that it turns out just what we might expect from such premises. 
; morally respectable, but from the point of view of religion, a poor 
Knd starved Deism, holding about the same relation to the Christian 
ireligion as Jesus the son of Sirach to Jesus of Nazareth. As for the 
idivine attributes, God is not, according to the Herbartians, strictly 
.mighty, for he is dependent ou the reals, which are given exter- 
nally to him. Nor is he eternal, since he only receives the contents 
of his mind fi'om his relations to the world, i.e. practically in time. 
Uor ia he omnipresent, for he is extra-mundane, and has his seat 
at the extreme limit of the world, like the Aiistotelian God, who 
originates motion from the outside sphere. Nay, the Herbartian God 
is not even everywhere active, not at least immediately, but only 
mediately, since "all natural being and becoming is not to be 
regarded as an immediate operation of God, but only as the cona&- 
quence of his activity at the beginning. We cannot assume such 
an omnipresence of God as would make him continuously active" 
VOL. II. ■« 
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(Drobisch). Only tho moral attriLutes, especially right! 
love, are to be predicated of God without any qualification ; but it 
seems so doubtful how, under the deistic presuppositions aboi 
stated, these can ever come into play, that the religious value of 
their adniiaaion is seriously coraproraiaed. On this point Ilerbatt 
himself holds the peculiar opinion that "it promotes religion to 
think tliat he who cared for men as their father (in the arrangemei* 
of the world at the beginning) now leaves mankind to itself in tie 
deepest silence, as if he had no longer any part in it, without a 
trace of any such emotion as could be compared to human sympathy, 
or, indeed, egoism."' Drobisch says in the same way : 
from the practical religious point of view, the belief that God, after 
furnishing his world with everything that could serve its happiness 
and welfare, left it entirely to itself, to strive towards its moral 
destiny, is a better support to virtue and righteousness than that 
which assumes extraordinary interferences of Crod, at least now and 
then, on which it is too glad to depend. And the faith that 
nothing happens contrary to God's will, since nothing can happen 
that was not foreseen at the creation as at least a possible event J 
the future, taken along with the thought that God wills nothing bi 
good, is sufficient to sustain us in all the storms of life." Yet 1 
admits that the belief in a closer intercourse of our spirit with Ga 
in devotion is one more suited to the grasp of our thought and fed- 
ing, and therefore often found connected with a deeper form 
piety. This view, however, can never be more than a permissibl 
one ; that man should have real intercourse and communion withl 
God who is external to the world and separated from us by thi 
whole of space is out of the question from this deistic point of 
view. Having once manifested himself in the arrangement of the 
world as a kind and careful father, God leaves humanity ever 
after to itself " in the deepest silence ;" continuous revelation of 
God to man in history and to the individual in the heart, there is 
none. 

On this showing, what becomes of Christianity ? It does not 
' Tael-Book of Introdvction to Philosophy, p. 251. 
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sound very hopeful at the outaet, when Drobisch characterises 
Christianity as the religion which answers to the old age of 
humanity, though this is epoken in its praise. The universal 
religious contents of Christianity he fiods in its declaration of God, 
against Jewish particularism, as the loving father of all men, and 
in its pointing to a life beyond the grave as a state of recom- 
peuce where it promises eternal salvation to those who, its true 
confessors, strive to fulfil the laws of love and righteousness. The 
distinctive doctrines of Christianity, on the contrary, the doetrinea 
of redemption and atonement, he represents as the mere historical 
garb of Christianity by which it was introduced into the world. 
Tliis follows not only from the deistic denial of historical revelation, 
hut also from the Pelagiauism which marks the system. The doc- 
trine that man is by nature evil and in need of redemption is 
i according to Herbart a huge calumny, which tends to do away with 
all morality, and presents an insuperable obstacle to the recon- 
ciliation of philosophy with Christianity. (This is tme only of 
the Herbartian philosophy, it does not apply to the philosophy of 
Kant, of Fichte, of Hegel, of Schelling, or of Schopenhauer !) Evil 
IB simply one of those unhealthy phenomena by which both the 
physical and the mental life of individuals is constantly threat- 
ened. The only cure for it is repentance and amendment, and 
these can only proceed from man himself, who may at such a 
time look to the love of God, and comfort himself vrith the hope 
that God will be gracious to him, i.e. will in his judicial sentence 
have regard to circumstances and motives, and be guided by fairness. 
More than such an indefinite hope, however, complete test and 
assurance of peace with God, Herbart and Drobisch do not consider 
possible. It would be difficult to go further tlian they do in the 
way of emptying Christian doctrine. A very brief review of the 
pliilosophy of Christianity from Kant to Hegel and a comparison of 
it with this doctrine will enable us to estimate at its right value the 
following sentence of the Herbartian Schiil :' " Herbart, working on 
Kant's lines and in union with Kant, has, though indirectly, done 
> ContrtbuUm to CrUidam of the Herbartian PhiUuophy of Beligion (1883). p. IS. 
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more for theology as a positive science, or, to speak more correotlj,^ 
for the positive systematic science of religion, than all the Fatheff 
and the Schoolmeu, both those of old times and the modem, tsi 
th£ most recent of them." 

Attempts have been made, it is true, by certain Herbartians to 
build up an orthodox theology on the basis of this philosophy, Thm 
for example, Von Taute, who in his Philosophy of Religion frim (I 
Standpoint of the Religion of Herbart (1840) defines religion aa "th 
product of ideas and masses of ideas given in experience whii 
stand to each other in the relation of a religious ego and non-egi 
the religious ego strives against the religious non-ego, so that i 
itself may reach the condition of being perfectly set fortli, a 
religious non-ego be thrust down upon or under the static thresholi 
but the religious ego does not possess the means to reach itsei 
that of being perfectly set forth, by its own energy and power ; t 
the contmry, this is only possible to it by the object of its striyil 
being given to it, ie. by a contemplation of God as a religious e( 
perfectly set forth," etc. On this basis he accomplishes the task 
setting up an orthodox theology with a massive belief in n 
the sole interest of which, however, consists in the coDfirmatioa 
affords of the dictum that " the Herbartian system will admit of U 
theology, because it has no theology." 
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The philosophy of Arthur Schopenhauer is a peculiar combina- 
tion of Fichtean idealism with Sehellingian realism, which here, 
however, receive an original turn to pessimism and nihilism, " The 
world is idea," Schopenhauer says with Fichte : " the world is will," 
he sajB with Schelling ; and the recognition that it is merely idea 
leads to the denial of will, ao that the existence of the world is 
resolved into nothing, and the end is the mystical wisdom of the 
East. 

That the world is idea, Schopenhauer proves with Kant from 
the subjective nature of the forms of perception, space, and time, 
and of the form of thought, of the law of causality, the only one he 
gives in place of Kant's tahle of categories. By applying the sub- 
jective law of thought to the equally subjective sensations there 
arises the view and idea, also only subjective, of objects. Matter 
also is only causality made visible, aud only exists by and for the 
idea. But it is not permissible to conclude from our ideas to a 
thing-in-itself outside ourselves, as its cause, because the law of 
causality is purely subjective. It is therefore impossible for our 
consciousness to get past the subjectivity of appearauee to an 
essential being ; the whole world, as it is an object for us, is only 
given us as idea and in idea. " Everything objective is idea, and 
thus appearance, indeed mere brain-phenomenon, to seek to know it 
objectively is to ask a contradiction." ^ 

But if we cannot penetrate to the inner essence of things from 
without there is yet a way open to us from within, a subterranean 
passage as it were, a secret connection which opens to ua from 
' The World an Will and Idea, u. (Works, iii.), p. 219. 
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within the outwardly impregnable fortress ; this is the will knowi 
to each man immediately in his self -consciousness as something real 
" Id fact, our will furnishes us with the one opportunity we have of 
understanding a process which presents itself to ua from withodi 
from within at the same time ; it is thus the one thing that li 
known to us imviediatelij, and not, like everything else, as raaiij 
given in idea. Here lies the datum which alone is fit to become \k 
key to all the rest, the one strait gate to the trath. We i 
therefore learn nature out of ourselves, not ourselves from natme. 
What is immediately known to us must expound to us what ia 
mediately known, and not vice versd." It is true, as SehopenhaM 
at once adds, that the inner perception of our will affords E 
mediate and thus no adeqiiate knowledge of the thing in itself. Fo 
in inner knowledge, too, there ia a difference between the essentisl 
being of its object and the perception of that object in the knowii* 
subject. Though one form of perception, space, disappears, andti» 
form of thought of causality, yet the form of time still remains, and 
causes the individual to know his will only in single succesaiw 
acts, not altogether, nor as a whole. Eut yet the perception of the 
movements and acts of our own will is far more immediate thil. 
any other ; it is the point at which the thing-in-itself comes mosf 
immediately into view, and is seen closest by the knowing subject 
and hence a process known so intimately is the 'only one fitted tB> 
become the expositor of every other. Though the act of will whicK 
we immediately know is only the nearest and clearest appearand 
of the thing-in-itself, yet from this it follows, " that if all other 
phenomena could be known by us in as immediate and intimate m 
manner, we should judge them to be just what will is in us." 
this sense Schopenhauer declares will to be the inner essence of 
everything, the thing-in-itself of the world. But what this thing- 
in-itself is purely as such, apart from that form of appearance in 
our wUl which alone is known to us, he declares it to be impossible 
to know ; it may perhaps possess " determinations, qualities, modes 
of existence, which are to us simply unknowable and incompre- 
hensible, and which remain over as the essence of the thing-u 
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itself just when it has freely done away with itself as will, has 
therefore entirely passed out of appearance, and to our knowledge, 
i.e. with respect to the world of phenomena, has passed into empty 
nothingness. Were the will simply and absolutely the thing-in- 
itself, then this nothing would he an absolute one, instead of proving 
to he just at that point a merely relative one." ^ But is it not an 
arbitrary proceeding to call this thing-in-itself by the name of will ? 
This question must be urged the more seriously when we remember 
how distant the analogy is which couples the will which we know 
together with the forces of things in nature. 

Schopenhauer then shows in his natural philosophy (which is 
closely similar to that of Schelling) how the various stages of the 
life of nature are just so many steps in the becoming objective of 
the one primal being, the will. Fine and pertinent as the demon- 
Btration is which is here given of the inner teleology which pervades 
the whole process, we cannot help asking how it is possible that 
a blind will, without aim or direction, which is nothing but an 
impulse after existence, can produce the regularity and arrangement 
of visible things. At this point Schelling appears more consistent 
in letting the dim impulse of will give birth to formless chaos only, 
which is only formed into a world by ordering intelligence. For 
will is according to Schopenhauer a blind, unconscious, and purpose- 
less striving, till in the nervous system of animal life it makes itself 
an organ for its coasciousness, and in the human brain ultimately an 
organ of self-consciousness. Now intellect as a function of the brain 
is added to will, as a light to shine upon its way, to supply it with 
the more complicated methods of its self-assertion, to suggest motives 
to it, but at last to reveal to it the impotence of its fruitless striv- 
ing, and so to act as a (juietive, and help it to self-negation and 
redemption from its misery. 

Here, it cannot be denied, the philosopher becomes entangled in 

the most curious contradictions. The intellect is represented as 

arising out of the material brain, and as being nothing but a function 

ofthebtain; and yet we were told before that the whole material 

' World a, WiU and Idea, ii. p. 222. 
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world, includiDg our body, vas nothmg but idea, arising from our 
purely subjective forms of perception and thonght This vicious 
circle appears quite plainly in words Schopenhauer himself employs, 
e.g. in the following passages : " The body is degraded to a mere 
idea, as it is only the mode in which the will represents itsell' in the 
view of the intellect, or (!) brain." " It is true that in ray view the 
existence of the body presupposes the world of idea, since it also u 
a body or real object only exists in that world; and on the olha 
side the idea almost equally presupposes the body, being produced 
only by the function of one of its organs." ^ Thus, as Zeller say!, 
" We find ourselves in a palpable circle, the idea is a product of tba 
brain, and the brain is a product of the idea, a contradiction which 
the philosopher does nothing whatever to solve." The origin of tiia 
intellect being such as is described, it follows with regard to itS' 
relation to the will, that it can be nothing but the obedieat servant 
of the Belf-affirming will to live, and cannot, as reason, be its lord 
and master, lawgiver, and governor. According to Schopenhanerj 
there is no practical reason or law of reason, as little as there it 
any reasonable will of positive good ; the will is always easeatiaUf 
unreasonable, always the mere egoistic impulse towards individnil 
aelf-satisfaction or pleasure, which the intellect subserves by show- 
ing it the ways and means to this end. But the more extraordinaqi 
is it that the intellect, this secondary appearance of the will, thii 
effect of its becoming objective in the body, can yet, when fuUj 
developed, obtain such power over the will as to lull to rest for 
time its restless striving — -in moments of testhetic contemplalit 
even removing it completely — by that ascetic mystic negation of tl 
will to live, which Schopenhauer describes as religious regeneratic 
and redemption. But incomprehensible as we may think this self- 
negation of the will, the one reality of the world, by the force of il 
knowledge of its own nothingness, this setting aside of the will b 
the knowledge itself chose to be the instrument of its willing, ye 
the conclusion is full of importance for the practical bearing c 
Schopenhauer's philosophy. 

» IforM iM iViil, etc., u. pp. 300. 312. 
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The evil of the world and redemption from it is the theme which 
nnderlies the whole of Schopenhauer's practical philosophy, which thus 
comes very near religion, especially the religion of redemption, though 
the peculiar point of view from which this philosophy regards evil and 
redemption is far removed from the Christian view of the world with 
ita ethical teleology, and has more affinity to the doctrine of redemp- 
tion of Buddhism. The evil of the world, according to Schopenhauer, 
IB to be accounted for ultimately hy the fact that the will in its in- 
dividual manifestation, aa the individual will of every Eving being, 
and also of man, la nothing but egoistic desire for individual self- 
assertion, desire of pleasure for pleasure's sake. These egoistic indi- 
iTidual wills naturally come in perpetual conflict with each other and 
hvith the order of the world, and the result of these conflicts is a great 
preponderance of pain over pleasure : pain indeed forms the real 
positive content of life, while pleasure ia a mere episode when pain 
'ifl occasionally quieted, and therefore merely something negative, an 
■accidental feature in the positive tiasue of life.^ But as the will 
only aims at pleasure for pleasure's sake, this world, so full of pain, 
IB the opposite of its ideal, ia bad through and through. The exist- 
ence of the world is itself the greatest evil of all, and underlies all 
other evU, and similarly the root evil for each individual is his having 
come into the world. This is not only the root evil but the root sin, 
since the existence of each being in the world is baaed on a first act 
ip; which the will to live, which is also his will, received individu- 
[ty and bodily form. This first act of the will, its entrance upon 
itence as a separate will, is the " original sin and original guUt " 
our race. Schopenhauer thus adopts these Christian dogmas, 
adopts them in their harshest Auguatinian form, with which, more- 
over, he shares the view that the will to live (peccaium originans) 
has its focus in sexual desire (concupiscenHa), and its most peculiar 
form of manifestation in the sexual act, so that every life isauea to 
this extent out of guilt. " Man's greatest crime ia that he was born," 
he saya with Calderon. In one point however Schopenhauer departs 
from the Augustinian and ecclesiastical form of the dogma With 
Compare tlie deinoastratioo Welt ah Wilk, etc., i. pp. 376 ngi- ; ii. pp. 657 «g'/- 
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some gEosticising teachers of the Church (e.g. Origen, Scotus Erigena, 
and more recently J. Miiller) he traces original sin, not to a M 
the historical first man, who was free, but to the free rational act 
each individual. " That man enters the world guilty can only appei 
absiird to one who holds him to have been first created out of 
thing and to be the work of another." But this fundamental Jend 
dogma was taken for granted when the profoundly Christian "ri 
of the contraction of guilt by the human race was set forth in I 
mythical form of the fall of Adam. " Because, truly regarded, 1 
genesis of man is itself the act of his free will, and hence equiv»l( 
to the fall, and since original sin, from which all other sins proce 
thus made its appearance simultaneously with man's essentia audi 
istentia, and because the Jewish fundamental dogma did not admit 
of such a view ; therefore Augustine taught in his books De Liim 
Arbitrio that man was innocent only as Adam before the fall, and 
only then had a free will, while ever since he has been entangled in 
the necessity of sin." Schopenhauer also defends the corollary of tie 
Augustinian doctrine of original sin, that considering liis origiml 
guilt, man, even though he exercise all possible I'irtnes, ia justlj 
given over to pains of body and soul and made unhappy, in confis- 
mity to the eternal righteousness which affixed to the first sin, ^t 
will to live, the penalty of all the evils of the world. He also agieo 
with Christian dogmatics in the view that man cannot redeem himadt 
from evil or guilt by his own works or virtues, and that no law availi 
for his deliverance. The law only commands a change of actiafl 
while the nature remains unchanged : but operari sequitur esse ; " m 
cause we are what we ought not to be, we necessarily do what ij 
oiight not to do. Hence we require a complete transformation of 
our mind and nature, i.e. regeneration, which is followed by redemp- 
tion as its consequence. Though guilt lies in action, in operari, yel 
the root of guilt lies in our essentia and existentia, as operari neeas- 
sarily proceeds out of this. Hence the only sin of which we an 
really guilty is original sin." ^ 

* Well alx Willf, etc., ii. pp. 693 iqq. Compare also Parcrga and ParcUip. a. 
(WtM'lcs, Tu), p. 414, «u Augustinian ism. and FelagioniBm. 
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In all this there is, no doubt, a grain of truth, yet we must not 
fail to observe that Pelagianism ia here met by its opposite extreme, 
Manichieiam. According to Schopenhauer evil is not only a radical 
factor in man, it is the very essence of man, his whole being, and his 
redemption does not consist in a new birth to a positive new and 
higher existence, but in the extinction of his being, the abstract nega- 
tion of it. With Fichte and Hegel too we found the negation of the 
natural will, as one which is not what it ought to be, made the funda- 
mental idea of redemption ; but with these ethical thinkers this nega- 
tion of the vain and egoistic is only the presupposition, the negation 
of the negation by which the true position is arrived at ; and thus 
these two stand within the Christian view, from which Schopenhauer 
deviates in the direction of abstract empty negation, as the philosophy 
of the Illumination deviates from it in the direction of abstract and 
shallow affirmation (optimism and naturalism), 

Schopenliauer's doctrine of redemption has many points of affinity 
with that philosophical economy of salvation with which we made 
acquaintance in the five views of the world in Fichte's Way to the 
Blessed Life. Schopenhauer sets out with insisting on the fact that 
redemption from the evil of the world is not to be conceived as 
coming to pass of itself in the course of nature, by the arrival of the 
maturity of age or the death of the body. On the contrary, " as long 
as our will remains the same, our world can be no other than it is. 
All wisi], it is true, to be delivered from the state of pain and death ; 
they wish, as they express it, to reach eternal salvation, to get to 
heaven, but they do not want to travel there on their own feet : they 
would like to be carried there by the course of nature. But that ia 
impossible ; nature cannot carry us anywhere but just into nature 
again. And what a poor thing it is to exist as a part of nature, 
every one learns in the course of his own life and in his death." The 
way to redemption therefore is only through self-denial, by which the 
will to live, this true self of man, is denied with all its restless and 
unblessed striving, and the spring of all evil thus stopped up. The 
first stage of this road consists in moral virtue. Justice and love of 
men, the negative and the positive fundamental virtue in Schopen- 
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haoer's ethics, arise when the will to live begins to see through tie 
illusion of the world of appearances, the false pretence of its sepatate 
and independent existence. In making this discovery the will Ut 
live recognises itself as the one and the self, and so feels the woeaflf 
others as if they were its own, so that it not only bewares of inflict- 
ing pain on others (justice), but also strives to ward off pain froffl 
others, and to alleviate their distress as far as possible (love). ThM 
virtues are a means to further our redemption, but they are not »■ 
demption itself. The moral stage lies between the affirmation a 
I the negation of the will to live (between sin and redemptio4 
and is a light to show the way of salvation (as Christian!^ 
declares the law to have come in between sin and redemption, andtt 
be a schoolmaster to lead us to the latter). Full salvation lie* i) 
the ejUin negation of the will to live, such as appears in religion a 
mysticism, quietism, and asceticism, but cannot be described philoso- 
phically except in negative terms. "My doctrine therefore ends 
I with a negation. It can only speak here of what is denied, sib- 
j rendered ; what is won, laid hold of instead, it can only describe ai 
L nothing, adding by way of comfort, that it is only a relative don 

thing, not an absolute one." This negation of the will to live, l] 

I redemptive regeneration of men, what does it rest on ? It ia brou^ 

about, firstly, by the quietive of the will, which consists in the know 

ledge of its inner contradiction and of its essential nothingness ; bd 

this knowledge which does away with the selfish will at its root, doa 

not arise in the way of cause and effect, and has no natural motin 

in the causal nexus, so that it does not belong to the empirical wiB 

at all, which as empirical is always without freedom ; it is the entij 

[ of the transcendental freedom of will as such into the appearance c 

I actual consciousness, " the one and only immediate expression of tl 

(real) freedom of the will," a revelation therefore of the intelligen 

I ground of empirical life, or, in a word, a snpersensuous operation, t 

viork of grace. And hence this entry into freedom is not to 1 

obtained by seeking it : it comes flying suddenly, as if from without 

but in such a way that the operation of the quietive is always in thV 

end a free act of the wUl ; it is therefore both grace and freedom i 
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one. " And since, in consequence of tliia work of gi-ace, man's whole 
nature is changed and converted from its very foundation, so that 
he no longer wilJa any of those things which he foi-merly willed so 
eagerly, and a new man, as it were, actually comes in place of the 
old, therefore the Church calls this result of the operation of grace 
regeneration, for what she calls the natural man, denying to him all 
capacity for goodness, is just the wiU to live, which must be sup- 
pressed if redemption is to be attained out of such an existence aa 
ours. For behind our existence there is something else concealed, 
which only becomes accessible to us when we shake off the world." 
We already know that this something else is the " relative nothing," 
the ceasing-to-exist of the only world we know, of which there is no 
more to he said than just this denial (just as Nirvana is spoken of in 
Buddhist dogmatics). If we sought to make any positive statement 
about a thing which Schopenhauer's philosophy can only express in 
negatives as the negation of the will (and of the world existing for 
it), we should have to turn to the description of the experience of 
those who have been in the states called ecstasy, trance, illumination, 
union with God, etc. Such a state, however, cannot be the object of 
true knowledge, because it ti-anacends the opposition in the conscious- 
ness of subject and object, an opposition which is the element of all 
our knowledge. Hence philosophy must content herself with the 
negative result, and think it enough to have reached the last boun- 
dary of positive knowledge. " If we have thus come to know the 
essential nature of the world as will, and seen in all its phenomena 
the objectivity of will, and followed its manifestatiou from the un- 
knowing impulse of dim nature-powers to the most perfectly con- 
scious acts of men, we are far from seeking to escape the con- 
sequences of this line of thought, namely, that with the free 
negation, the surrender of wiU, all those manifestations are also 
got rid of, that constant pressing and hurrying, without aim or 
rest, in which and by which the world exists ; we are rid of 
the multiplicity of forms succeeding each other in long gradation, 
rid, with the will, of its whole manifestation, and finally of the 
general forms of that manifestatioa, time and space, and of 
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ultimate fundamental form, subject and object No will, i 
no world." ^ 

Thus by means of subjective idealism the negative doctrine cf] 
redemption turns at last to a process of world-destructiou, founded' 
on the consciousness of the subject. Kibilism is the eschatology of 
this philosophy. This is its distinctive character, which it ahuw 
with Buddhism as against the Christian religion of redemptioii. 
Here the final goal, is not nothing or Nirvana, but the positive kii^- 
doni of God or the reign of reason, the universal freedom and 
unity of all in willing the good, as Fichte happily defined it in bii 
last work. The negation of the natural will is here as well as tiien 
the strait gate of redemption, but it is not a gate that issues om 
into nothing, it is the entrance into life, to salvation and freedom ii 
the unity of the individual will with the will which guides tla 
whole. Hence the mysticism of the Christian doctrine of redemp- 
tion is not mere q^uietistic negation of the world, but turns into i 
spring of energy to overcome, re-form and transfigure the world : il 
is the Sabbath rest in the sanctuary of the eternal v?hich gives ui 
strength and impulse for the six days' work in the world. 

But while pointing out this diS'erenca between the two principles. 
we are free to concede to Schopenhauer a considerable affinity with 
the deeper religious view of the world. The mysticism of this sye- 
tern is undoubtedly nearer the central Christian doctrines of sin and 
redemption than is the ordinary rationalism. And again Schopen- 
hauer distinguishes more clearly between the kernel of truth and tbe 
symbolic and mythical form and truth, than, for example, the H^ 
lian speculation does. His remarks on the relative justice and in- 
justice of rationalism and supernaturalism contain some notablf 
thoughts. " Everytliing about tbe religious is, truly speaking, mvf- 
tery {i.e. allegory). Por it is simply impossible to bring home tk 
truth sensii, pn^rio to the people ; only a mythical allegorical reflec- 
tion of the truth can enter and illuminate the people's mind. Hence 
it is quite unjust to demand of a religion that it shall be true snm 
proprio, and the rationalists and supernaturalists of our day m\ 
' Wdi, etc, L p, 486. 
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equally absurd, both supposing that religion must be true in this 
sense, and the one party proving it to be not true, while the other 
party obstinately contend for the truth of it. Or the former party 
clip and arrange the allegorical element of religion in such a way 
that it can be true sensu propria, but in that case it is a mere plati- 
tude, while the latter party assert it to be true without any such 
previous arrangement — a thing which, as they ought to be aware, they 
will never get believed without the inquisition and the fagot. But 
the fact is that myth and allegory are the proper element of rehgion, 
and in this way it satisfies the ineradicable metaphysical need of 
man very well, and takes the place of philosophical truth which is 
so hard, and perhaps unattainable." " These rationalists are honest 
people, and yet they are shallow heads ; they have no notion of the 
profound meaning of the New Testament myth, and cannot get past 
Jewish optimism, a thing they can understand, and which suits 
them. They are for the naked dry truth in history as well aa in 
dogmatics. They may be compared to the Euhemerista of antiquity. 
True, what the supematuralists offer ua, is at the toot of the matter 
a mythology ; but that mythology is the vehicle of profound and 
weighty truths, which it would he impossible to bring home to the 
minds of the mass of the people in any other way. On the other 
side, it is not to be denied that the supernaturalist^ are sometimes 
lesB deserving : they are parsons in the worst sense of the word. So 
Christianity has to consider how it is to get through between ScyUa 
and Charybdig. The common error of both these parties is that they 
seek in religion imveiled dry, literal truth But this is the aim 
of philosophy ; religion has only an indirect, symbolical, alle- 
gorical, truth. Christianity ia an allegory which reflects a true idea ; 
but allegory is not in itself the truth. That they think it ia, is the 
common error of aupernaturalist and rationalist ; and each of these 
parties has strong and pertinent arguments t« bring against the 
other. The rationalists say to the supematuralists. Your doctrine i 
not true ; the latter rejoin. Your doctrine ia not Christianity. Both 
are right" " Taking Christian dogmatic sensu propria, Voltaire ia 
right. Taken allegorically, however, it ia a sacred myth, a vehicle 
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by which truths are brought home to the people, which would ( 
■wise be unattainable to it. Even the statement made by the Chuw 
that in the dogmas of religion reason is entirely incompetent, \ 
and to be I'ejected, amounts at the root of the matter just to this, I 
these dogmas are allegorical in their nature, and are not to bejndj 
by the standard of reason which takes everything se^isa proprio. 
absui'dities found in dogma are just the seal and signature of 1 
allegorical and mythical, although they arose out of the fact i 
two such heterogeneous doctrines as those of the Old Testament » 
of the New had to be pieced together in one system." ' 
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Of the numerous adherents of Schopenhauer only two call fa 
mention as independent thinkers, who have improved the doctriM 
of their master in essential points, and so have come to hold a raiddfe 
place between him and other speculative philosophy. These W 
are Frauenslddt and Eduard von Hartviann. For the most 
they are in close agreement on the points on which they differ biA 
Schopenhauer, only that Frauenstiidt, under-estimating the importaw 
of his departure from hia master, claims to be and to remain es 
tiaUy an adherent of his doctrine ; while Kallmann claims to 
up a middle position between Schopenhauer and Hegel or Schelliq 
The principal change which both aliJie desiderate in Schopenhani 
philosophy is that the will taken by itself as iiTational and bl: 
should not be considered as a sufficient principle of the wori 

because if it were, the purpose on which Schopenhauer's 

philosophy insists so strongly, would be unintelligible, and no ol^jw 
tive support could be found for the " ideas " of the zesthetjc, wl 
would then have no transcendental subject. The idea, therefow, 
must be something more than that secondary product of the world- 
will which the human brain first makes possible ; it must belong to 
the world- will a priori as the first fundamental ground, enabling it 
to carry on its wise creative work in nature, not as conscious ides 
which depends on an animal organisation and on the opposition d, 
individual acts of will, but as an unconscious. This unconscic 
' Parerga uail Pantiipomena, ii. pp. 3SS, 417, 389. 
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idea of the will ou which the world ia based, Frauenstiidt takes to 
be the dim feeling which is only striving upwards towards conscious- 
Bess, while Hartmann justly thiuks this view inadequate, and states 
It to be necessary for the explanation of the teleological principle of 
the world to recognise an " intuitive, reflectionless, intelligence free 
from the limits of brain-eonsciousness (in so far unconscious) and 
exalted above it (therefore supra-conscious).'" 

Thus we are led to expect, what we also iind to be the fact, that 
i. von Hartmann does not describe the world-principle with Sohopen- 
lauer and Frauenatadt as " will " ; he calls it " unity of will and in- 
elligence," and says the nearest analogy to it is to be found in the 
Liimau mind, and that it may thus be called "absolute mind," In his 
tief work, however. The Philosophy of the Unconsdous (1868, now the 
linth edition), he usually employs the negative expression, " the un- 
onscious." This designation is not chosen in vain to be the motto of 
lartmann's philosophy, for it contains in fact the whole riddle of that 
ihilosophy in nuce ; the mystic indefiniteness of the title is a com- 
brtable veil to conceal the defects of the philosophy, and especially 
cover up the yawning contradiction which extends through and 
rough it between the pantheistic tendency, which is connected with 
3 pessimism, and the theistic leaning which forms the beiais of its 
ivolutionism or teleology. Hartmanu's statements about the uncon- 
eoious oscillate fcetween these two sides, from his first work to his 
last, his Philosophy of Religion. At times he brings the unconscious 
BO near the conscious all-wise God of theism that one can scarcely 
distinguish between the " over-conscious clear-seeing intelligence " 
of the unconscious, and the intuitive absolute consciousness of God ; 
he ascribes to the former not only immanence but also transcen- 
dence, a being in itself above the world, and even infinite will and 
feeling in addition to the finite of its existence in the world. Then 
again he puts the contrast so strongly between his pantheistic un- 
conscious which only comes to consciousness in man, and the theistic 

1 FrauenstiUlt : .Veae Bri^e flier ilU Schopeukaaer'ache fhiCoiiophie, 3U(«r Brief. 
The other view, E. von Hartmann, !/ea-Ka>Uiani»mvi, SchopetUiaiiermn!»miis vnd 
HegelianUm-of, p. 142. 
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notioa of God, ilb tx) found upon it a demand that a breach be n 
with our Christian past, and a new religion of pantheism founded (« 
the futuie. And in fact, in spite of all reminiscences and hints d 
theism, the difference between Hartmann's unconscious and tla 
theifitic God is so fundamental that there can be no undei'staniliiig 
between the two without the surrender of essential elements wild 
still cleave to this philosophy from its source in Schopenhauer. 
is seen at once when we inquire aa to the attributes and what w 
may call the early history of the uncouscions. 

According to the " philosophy of the unconscious," the will « 
still blind when the act of positing the world was done ; and only tt 
the win advanced from potency to actual being did the idea a 
which now saw the positing of the world to be the cardinal mistak 
of the blind irrational will. It was not able to make good this n 
take, as the idea is without energj' and has no power over the " that 
of existence. It had therefore to strive to emancipate itself from tt 
will by the help of consciousness, thus by opposition to its wiD 
to lay the will to rest. The idea thus determines the " what " of tt 
contents of the world and the world-process in such a way that c 
sciouaness arises, and with it the possibility of the emancipation i 
the intelligence from the will ; and in consciousness the world -pro 
reaches its completion, the misery of aU willing becoming evidei^ 
and willing being at last renounced by a joint resolution of humani(| 
and thus the existence of the world brought to an end, HartmiiB 
thus shares the pessimism of Schopenhauer so far as to regaid tli 
existence of the world as the fundamental evil, its not being as 6 
good to be striven after. He does not, however, regard this goo^ 
like Schopenhauer, as an end for the life of the individual, but b» i 
universal end for the life of the race ; and hence he sees the ^ 
to this end not in the withdrawal of the individual from the worid! 
life to quietism and asceticism, but rather in the active co-operetirt 
of all individuals to promote the cultivation of the whole. 
according to Paul the law given to the Jews was the ' strength' d 
sin, so the utmost possible progress of the world is the ' strength ' i 
the pessimistic consciousness of humanity. And just because it i 
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this, only because it ia this, the utmost possible progress of the world 
is a practical postulate." It serves to enable the consciousness to see 
more and more clearly the unreasonableness of willing at every stage 
of its illusion, till at last nothing remains but the conviction " that 
every act of will leads to untie ssedn ess, and that only renunciation 
leads to the best attainable state, to the absence of pain." " To bring 
back this irrational willing, which is to blame for the ' that ' of the 
world, to not-willing and the painlessness of the nothing, this task 
of the logic present in the unuonscioua, determines the ' What and 
How ' of the world. The question for reason is to make good again 
what irrational will has made evil. Thus the world-process appears 
aa a continuous struggle of the logical mth the illogical, ending iu 
the defeat of the latter." And the comfort of this philosophy is 
said to lie in the possibility of this end, to the attainment of which 
the world is moat wisely arranged and governed as a great and 
wonderful process of development in nature and in history. This 
philosophy thus forms a reconciliation of pessimism with optimism. 

In some respects we may regard this definition of the world's 
end, the principimn ad quod, as well as that of the world-ground, 
as an improvement on the Schopenhauerian doctrine. Firstly and 
chiefly, we have no longer the assertion of the meaninglessness and 
worthlessness of history, which according to Schopenhauer was merely 
the vain dream of humanity ; history is recognised as a means to an 
end which has absolute value. Further, the unwholesome esoterical 
morality of Schopenhauer is got rid of, which culminated in fleeing 
from the world and hating it, in asceticism and quietism; and a 
positive and fruitful principle is set in its place : " To make the 
ends of the unconscious the ends of one's consciousness, to do some- 
thing for the world -process, by the full surrender of one's person- 
ality to life and its pains, instead of cowardly renunciation and 
withdrawal" These are sound practical principles in which we can 
share without agreeing with Hartmann in his general views as to the 
world-end. Yet this improvement of Schopenhauer's doctrine, it must 
be confessed, only goes half-way, and thus entangles itself the more 
fatally in inconsistencies which do not occur iu the same way in 
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Schopenhauer. The philosophy of the latter is & simple and con- 
sistent pessimism, and, if it be assumed that the principle of tha 
world is non-reasonable, quite a natural scheme of thought Hart- 
mann begins with seeking to combine will and reason, and continues 
and ends with an attempt to combine pessimism and optimism. 
Some kind of combination of the two is possible, as we would not 
think of denying (Christianity, for instance, is such a combination); 
but, in the way in which Hartmann attempts it, it is impossible. In 
the first place it is a manifest metaphysical impossibility that the 
existence of the world should be brought to an end by the resolution 
of the majority of men. Such an idea is meaningless except on the 
basis of the most pronounced objective idealism ; but one who, like 
Hartmann, allows the world to possess objective reality apart from 
human consciousness cannot possibly make the duration of its exist- 
ence depend on the wiU, or the absence of will, of men. Then it is 
a psychological impossibility that the individuals in the world should 
sacrifice their different personal ends for the end of the whole, if tha 
latter issues in Twtking ; this perspective makes all that Hartmann 
says so well about the wisdom of the world-process, the value rf 
history, the duty of practical work in the world, perfectly illusory, 
and we candot but agree with Frauenstiidt in declaring this com- 
bination of optimism with pessimism to be grotesque and unnatural, 
and the application of the term " optimism " to the suitableness of i 
development which aims at the destruction of the world to be tti- 
abuse of language. The reason of these contradictions is, that Hart- 
mann only half carries out the correct intentions on which be base* 
his system. Very properly desiring to conceive the principle of tha 
world not as wiU only, but as a unity of will and inteUigenee, ha 
falls back half-way into Schopenhauer's dualism of reasonless will 
and powerless intellect, and the combination he proposes goes to 
pieces in his bauds ; nor does it make the matter any better that tha 
subject of the will is also that of the idea and vice versa, if 
subject is so divided in itself that its willing is without reason, it* 
ideas without enei^y. The unreconciled division of blind wfll and 
powerless reason being thus posited in the world-principle, it ia very 
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intelligible that the world-process cannot lead to the positive recon- 
ciliation of the will with reason, because there can never be more in 
the effect than there was in the cause. One thing there ia which 
appears hard to understand, how, under such a pre-supposition, there 
could atill be so much reason in the development of the world as a 
whole as Hartmann himself actually sees in it. This entanglement 
in the Schopenhauerianism of will and intellect is thus the radical 
eiTor of the "philosophy of the unconscious," and the evil eonse- 
quencea of this error are plainly enough to be felt in Hartmann's 
ethics and his philosophy of religion too. 
ri Pessimism forms the foundation and the corner-stone of the 

K ethical view of the world set forth by E. von Hartmann in his 
■ Fha/nomenologie {Manifestations of the Moral Consciousness, pub- 
F lished in 1878) in the form of a progressive ascent of the various 
r moral positions. Ingenious and instructive as this book is, it yet 
t from the very beginning provokes opposition in the reader, and by 
its conclusion produces a painful impression of an inconsolable 
despair of any positive value in the rich moral world through 
which he has been guided. We cannot, of course, withhold our 
approval of the rejection of the moral principle of egoistic eudte- 
monism in every form, with the corresponding requirement, put 
forward with all confidence, of self-denying devotion to the objec- 
tive ends of goodness, to the rational and moral order of the world. 
But here we at once encounter a fatally exaggerated and unjustified 
turn of the argument, forbidding man to entertain any hope what- 
ever of any self-gratification in the service of goodness, such a hope 
being unwarranted and incapable of fulfilment — a pessimistic rigour 
which ia contrary to nature, for it condemns the most natural desire 
man has for wellbeing, and which cannot fail to have a paralysing 
effect on morals, and in practice to work into the hands (though 
this is not Hartmann's iateation) of the most unfruitful ascetic 
quietism. How much truer and more wholesome is the opposite 
Christian principle, which, while bidding us unconditionally to seek 
God's kingdom and righteousness, yet at the same time suffers us to 
hope that all other things (satisfaction of the highest order) will be 
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added to ua thus striving ! It comes partly from that exaggerated 
pessimistic rigour, but also in part from an intellectual over-estimate 
of the theoretical forms and repreaentations in which practical 
motives and dispositions clothe themselves, that Hartmann unjustly 
condemns the Christiim morality as a " transcendent eudiBmODiatio 
and heteronomous pseudo-morality." Where are we to look for 
truly autouomoua and pure morality if, as Hartmann appears to 
suppose, it is only to be found with those who recognise with foil 
scientific distinctness the immanent necessity of the moral ? I for 
my part should imagine that the simplest child which from love to 
God or to the Saviour, or (for the name matters hut little here) to 
a saint, does right and shuns evil, most be pronounced from the 
practical point of view to act perfectly " autouomonsly " and 
purely, rather tiian the Kantian moralist, who, while he considers 
right to be a law of reason, has it not in his Iieart but only in his 
head, and who subjects himself from a mere sense of duty, and con- 
trary to his inclination, to a law which is alien to his heart. Nor does 
the hope of heavenly felicity make morality any less practically 
autonomous or pure, provided that hope is not as such the motive of 
moral conduct, but only the form of consciousness in which, to the 
pure heart which loves God, the certainty is clothed that it is fulfil- 
ling its calling in harmony with God's will ; the hope being thus i 
the consequence and not the antecedent of the moral disposition. I 
This is, in fact, so obvious as at once to occur to any one i 
Hionately considering what simple religious goodness consists ia 
(e.g. that of women) : but Hartmann's generally penetrating insight 
into the psychological working of the heart is here confused by tl 
double prejudice of pessimism and intellectualism, which leads b) anJ 
unjust estimate of Christian morality throughout the whole of hia I 
Fkdnomenoloffie. 

The detail of this work I must here pass over, interesting dim 
much of it is ; it would carry ua too far out of our way.^ We u 
only directly concerned with the close of the work, in which i 

tion of the work in the pericxlicil /M 
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ethical principles found inductively are traced up to an ultimate 
metaphysical ground. Generally speaking, this attempt at a meta- 
physical foundation gives Hartmann's ethics a great advantage as 
against naturalism and abstract dualism. It is quite correct to say 
that neither the subjective nor the objective moral principles taken 
alone could afford a aufficieat basis of morality, since the former 
"want objective universal validity and the latter subjective obliga- 
tioD, and that therefore the ultimate and unshakable ground must 
be aought in an objective metaphysico-religious principle, which 
alone gives to the ethical structure an objective validity which the 
thought of all men must recognise. And when Hartmaun finds 
this principle in the " consciousness of identity of essence with 
God," we may see in this (in spite of his polemic against heterono- 
moua theism, of which more anon), just another expression for the 
Christian consciousness of sonship to God, the ethical significance 
of which is happily described in the following sentence : " To know 
one's self as of divine nature, this does away with all divergence 
between selfwill and universal will, with all alienation between 
man and God, with all undivine, i.e. merely natural, behaviour ; 
to regard the life of one's spirit as a spark of the divine flame 
engenders a resolution to lead a truly divine life, i.e. to raise one's 
self above the position of mere naturalness to a life in the spirit, 
which is in a positive sense God-willed ; we acquire the will and 
the power to think, feel, and act as God being in us, and to trans- 
figure each finite task of our earthly life in the divine light." But 
instead of finding as Christian ethics does, in this God-fused trans- 
figuration of the life of individuals and of adciety the ultimate end 
of human destiny, Hartmann thinks it necessary to add to the 
finished building yet another story, in which the whole of moral teleo- 
logy is to find its consummation. The ultimate end of the world- 
process is said to consist in this, that the misery of existence is 
brought back to the peace of non-existence, and God thus dehvered 
from the unblessedness into which he was plunged by the irrational 
impulse of his will to existence. All morality is ultimately nothing 
but co-operating in the shortening of the way of sufTering and 
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redemption into which God betook himself iu origioating the world- 
process. With this monstrous production of phantasy, only to be 
paralleled in the ciirious dreaiua of the old gnostics, does Hartmann's 
Phenomtnoloffy of the moral cojisciousness conclude — a conclusion 
unfortunately only too apt to deprive of all value the good features 
which the work contains, hurling all the splendour and the sacred- 
ness of the moral world into the dark abyss of a'hopeless nihilism ! 

It is true that von Hartmanu tries in every conceivable 
way to get rid of this defect, and to show the alleged practical 
perilousness of his absolute nihilism to he due to a super&ciai' 
apprehension, a misunderstanding, of his system. But in these 
attempts he is not successfu!, and he cannot succeed. It is not true, 
as he maintains, that it makes no difference in the view we take 
of practical moral duties, and the position we assume towards, 
them, how we conceive the ultimate purpose of them, whether as 
positive or negative, By basing the whole of morality on the 
teleology of the world-order, he necessarily makes the idea of its 
ultimate purpose influence and determine the whole moral attitude. 
And is it not an extraordinary demand to make of the honest human 
understanding, that it is to take the task of life seriously, and hold 
its duties sacred, while all the while believing that all this expendi- 
ture of labour and sacrifice is ultimately — for no end, that the 
whole world-process has no meaning but to prepare for the Nothing! 
Can an end which implies the destruction of all reason be held t» 
supply a rational motive to labour for its accomplishment ? Or i$ 
there any obligation in the thought of a God who in magnificent 
egoism creates innumerable beings for unhappiness only to ddivet 
himself from his own unhappiness ? And is it possible to devote 
ourselves to an end the realisation of which, by means of human 
will and endeavour, so far transcends our comprehension, that we 
can only expect it to come about by an absolute miracle, which 
might as well happen of itself without any human co-operation ? an 
end, moreover, which even if once realised might turn to an illusion 
the next moment, since even were the world successfully reduced to 
nothing, an unhappy chance might hurry the blind primal will 
again, and then again, into the impulse to existence and cause it to 
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commit the enormity of creating the world once more ! Certain as 
|i it is therefore that the moral man can only set reasonable and 
ll realisable aims before him, it is certain that 'he never can adopt 
|j Hartmann's final end of the world-process as his end. can never feel 
i| obliged to seek it, never let it move him to any action, far leaa 

! determine the whole tendency of his life and endeavour. The ethics 
of Pessimism thus want an ultimate teleological directing authority. 
This serious want is accompanied by a further feature which is 
positively evil. The advocates of pessimism claim that it disposes of 
eudffimonism and so clears the necessary space for morality. But 
how can this be the case when pessimism itself is based entirely on 
tlie principle of a eudcemonistic estimate of the world ? The pessi- 
mistic thesis that the existence of the world is evil, and that its 
non-existence would be better, so that the destruction of it is an 
end to be striven after, this thesis is founded with Hartmaun upon a 

, comparative calculation of the elements of pleasure and pain in the 
■whole of the world's existence, a calculation which results with him 
in a " negative balance of pleasure," the sum of pain preponderating 
over the sum of pleasure. The iBual way of disposing of this demon- 
Htration is to point out mistakes in the details of the calculation, 
exaggerations on the side of pain, inadequate statements or omis- 
sions on the side of pleasure. Such inaccuracies may no doubt be 

' ahownto be present in the argument; and it deserves particular remark 
that a pleasurable sensation, of whatever kind, by no means ceases to 
afford real pleasure to the person feeling it because it rests on an 
illusion which is transparent to others or even afterwards to himself. 
The radical error, however, of this pessimistic style of argument does 
not consist in the doubtful nature of some of the items of the calcu- 
lation of pleasure, but in the perversity of the pnnniple on which the 

' whole reckoning is stated. The calculation is altogether wrong.- 
firstly, because it is impossibk, and secondly, because it is useless. 
It is first of all impossible, because even in the individual life the 
feelings of pleasure and pain are infinitely different both in kind 
and in degree, the variety being in proportion to the complexity of 
the life, and the manifold kinds of pleasure and pain crossing each, 
other in a multitude of ways. In a man w'ho^e ■m.ss'&'t'aX -KiVit&Sa 
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developed it would be hard to fiud the very shortest period of time Id 
which heterogeneous feelings of pleasure and pain are not to be founj 
together in mixed relations, or passing over into each other, so tliat 
no general estimate of the happiness of such states can be made, tar 
less any precise measurement. It is still harder to sum up and 
balance exactly the amount of pleasure that has been present ins 
long hfe. No cautious man would presume to draw up an accuraw 
calculation of this nature even in his own case, and how much less 
for the life of another whose feelings he can only trace by way of 
analogy from his own ! How then is a balance of pleasure possible 
for all men, say for all living beings on the earth, and even of all the 
worlds, for all creatures that are now, have been, and are yet to be I 
How can such a balance lay claim even to probability, not to speak 
of certainty ? Even to thhik such a calculation possible betrays an 
arrogance which has httle in common with scientific investigation 
and demonstration. I at least cannot deny that I have never been 
able to understand how pessimism has come to enjoy even so much 
credit as to be taken for a theory capable of scientific discussion, 
and how it has been allowed to go so far with its baseless induc- 
tions and arguments in a field where everything is in the highest 
possible degree individual, fortuitous, and indefinite ; where there ia 
nothing sohd to lay hold of, no fixed standard to judge by, and every 
one's taste and caprice, every one's individual and fugitive opinion 
and mood, everyone's fashion or prejudice can dispose itself as it 
will. But this calculation of the balance of pleasure is not only 
impossible : it is also useless. For suppose it were the case, that 
the balance of the sum of pleasure of the earth, and by analogy 
also of the universe, could be determined with some measure of prob- 
ability : how would this bear on the main question at issue as to ^K 
value of the world ? Is the value of the world to be 
according to the sum of the pleasurable sensations it contains ? 
who maintains that it is, must in consistency go further ; he must 
estimate the value of the life of the individual according to t 
sum of its pleasurable sensations, he must place the highest good 
every man in the greatest possible number of such sensations ; 
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short, he must espouse eudaemonism pure and simple. He on the 
contrary who rejects eudfemonism as a moral principle, as Hart- 
mann does, and places the meaning and the value of the life of 
the individual in the realisation of purely rational ends alone, — 
what right has he to apply the opposite standard to judge of the 
value and the meaning of the sum of the world's existence, and 
to institute inquiries as to the sum of pleasure ? Here obviously 
there is a flagrant contradiction in the bases of the pessimistic 
ethics. And this contradiction is fraught with mischief in its 
practical bearings. It is too evident that he who has once taken 
up the ground of eudiemonism in judging of the value of the world 
will be tempted to maintain that position in judging of the value of 
hia own life, and in choosing the ends to which his life is to be 
directed ; especially as the pessimistic ethics fails, as we saw above, 
to supply any moral directive authority of its own. Thus it may be 
expected with the greatest psychological probability, that pessimism 
▼ill not result in the majority of cases, as its defenders maintain, 
ia displacing eud^monism, but will rather tend to encourage it, 
vhether in the form of positive reckless pursuit of pleasure or in 
that of an effeminate quietism which shrinks from the discomfort of 
active exertion. Of this indeed India already furnishes an example 
known to all men. 

To these grave ethical defects aad to the untenable character of 
the inductive proof various drawbacks of the system have to be 
added ; the weakness, spoken of above, of the metaphysical substruc- 
tion of pessimism, the dualism of the irrational will and the power- 
leB3 idea, the fiction of their original existence by each other's side, 
but without influence or bearing on each other, the will not willing 
and the idea not thinking. Add to these features the mythical 
liistory, how once upon a time, on a sudden, by a chance which had 
no cause, the will rose out of the state of potency to that of actuality 
and forcibly laid hold of the idea, whereupon the latter at once 
ime thinking reason and devisod the plan of the world, to the 
end that the blind will might be reduced to seeing the unreasonable- 
\eS3 of its willing, and so brought back to the rest of the original 
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condition, in which it was nu more thflu potency ; and consider the 
logical impossibilitiea and the inytliological extravagances of this 
whole metapbyaical substi-uction, which ia devised exclusively in 
the interests of pessimism, and there will appear to be good reason 
for declaring pesainiiani to be the cancer of Hartniann's philosophy, 
the gnawing poison of which permeates the whole system, d^rading 
all its tissues, and preventing even those parte of it which 
valuable and sound from enjoying their due influence and thdi 
proper development, Hartmann's intention was to combine in & 
higher unity Schopenhauer's principle of will with Hegel.'s principla 
of reason, and in this idea he is happy ; it might be fruitful if only 
I the strong points of both systema were combined, and their e 
I allowed to con'ect each other. But this is just what Hartmaan 
fails to effect Instead of overcoming Schopenhauer's pessimism, 
which has no meaning but in that system where the will- principle 
is pre-supposed as irrational, by Hegel's rational optimism, Hartmann 
not only keeps the former along with the rational principle, but 
even exaggerates it from an individual to a universal pessimism, or 
to a doctrine of world- destruction. Instead of overcoming Hegel's 
intellectualisra and ideal genetic dialectic by the realism of Schopen- 
hauer's will, and thus making rooca for the emotional side of life and 
the real genetic development of history, he exaggerates the Hegelian 
intellect ualism in the philosophy of religion to such a degree as to 
imagine he can bring about a new religion of the future by philo- 
sophical speculation — an enthusiast's dream, equally remote from the 
sober historical spirit of Hegel and from the contemplative mystical 
thought of Schopenhauer! Thus, while the attempt is very justifi- 
able to combine Hegel and Schopenhauer in an organic unity, we 
cannot regard it as aueeeseful in a philosophy which, like that of 
Hartmann, amalgamates the errors of both in a mixture replete with 
contradiction. 

This is specially manifest, as above remarked, in the field of 
religious philosophy. Hartmann first appeared in this field with two 
minor critical works, iu which — to speak in the military imagery of 
which he is so fond — he put out light cavalry skirmishers to feel 
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the position of opponents with whom he was not yet acquainted. 
The work on The Self-di&integration of Christianity and the Religion 
of the Future {Selbstzersetzang des Chi-istenthums) (1874), was intended 
to show that Christianity had outlived itself, not only in its hihlical 
ecclesiastical form, but as viewed by liberal Protestantism also, and 
must yield to a rehgiou of the future which must be neither theiatic 
nor optimistic, but pantheistic and pessimistic, as only in such a 
religion could justice be done to the autonomy of morality and the 
religious need of redemption. In his Crisis of Christianity (1880), 
he declared that he saw the opening stage of that religion in the 
speculative theology of the present day, though it is neither pan- 
theistic nor pessimistic — a fact which he thinks due to inconsistency 
and theological prejudice— on which point we sbaU yet have a word 
to say. Soon after these critical akirmishers appeared Hartmann's 
own philosophy of rehgion in two volumes, the first of which deals 
with The Religious Consciousness of Mankind in the Successive Steps of 
its Development (1881), and the second with The Religion of Spii-it 
(1832) ; a serious work and full of matter, in which even one who 
does not share its central principle may yet find much that is 
interesting and suggestive. 

The first volume lays the historical foundation of the work ; all 
we need say of this part is that while it deals with the beginnings 
of religion and with the characteristics of the various extra-Christian 
religions in an able and interesting way, the treatment of historical 
Christianity is such as to disappoint even the most moderate expec- 
tations ; not only is there no proper insight into the historical im- 
portance of Jesus, who is treated as belonging to Judaism, but even 
the apostle Paul is merely regarded as the originator of the theo- 
logical doctrine out of which the the christological trinitarian dogma 
grew ; the book closes with a scholastic and dialectical discussion of 
this dogma. There is not even an attempt to characterise the 
religious nature of Christianity, or to trace its growth in history. 
Here the fatal eiTor of an abstract intellectualism betrays itself; 
religion is only taken as a theory, its truth is judged according to 
the correctness of its dogmas, and finally it is absorbed in philosophy. 
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or a pliilosophically constructed religion of the future put in tha 
place of the historical religion. 

This iileal of the future is then discussed in detail in the second 
volume, under the name " The Eeligiou of Spirit," or " Concrete 
Monism." The discussion falls into three sections which deal wili' 
the psychology of religion, metaphysics, and ethics respectively. In 
the first section the religious function is described on its human side 
as faitli, on its divine side as grace. Faith is shown to consist in the. 
unity of idea, feeling, and will, none of these three alone constituting 
faith, and their isolation engendering the one-sided positions of in- 
tallectualism, mysticism, and moralism. These ideas are not eiaetly 
new, but they are finely set forth, and we could only wish that 
his treatment of historical religious phenomena Hartraann adherad 
more strictly to the canon he has so correctly set up. The demonsti*- 
tion which follows — that, in so far as faith is in truth a real retatioa 
between God and man, we must assume a corresponding divine 
function as its inner ground, without which it never could act at all, 
this divine function being described by Hartmann as grace, — thij 
demonstration sets forth a thought which is common to all specolo- 
tion, and which is undoubtedly correct. It appears to me mow 
questionable if it is right to divide this divine basis of the human 
function of faith, according to the three sides of the latter in con- 
sciousness, into three forms, aa revealing, redeeming, and sanctifying 
grace. Surely the divine ground is one, and assumes various forme 
only in its manifestation in man. The discussion of the relation of 
the subjective and the historical elements in revelation is interesting; 
yet it cannot be denied that too little importance is allowed to tbe 
historical side, to the creative events and personalities. The " Meta- 
physics of Religion," which follows, argues inductively from the facta 
of religious consciousness to the existence of God, his nature, and his 
relation to the world. The fundamental fact of religious conscious- 
ness — that it seeks in God to be quit of dependence on the world- 
presupposes the absolute dependence of the world on God or the being 
of God as the absolute world-gi'ound. A further inductive series 
argues partly from the apirit-like (logical dynamical) nature of the 



k 



VON HARTMANN. 255 

world, partly from the subjective spiritual nature of man, and partly 
from the constant correspondence of the forma and laws of existence 
with those of consciousness, the correspondence which makes know- 
ledge possible, to a one sole ground of both in the absolute spirit, to 
be conceived according to the analogy of the human spirit, with the 
necessary elimination of iiU the finite limitations of the latter — i.e. as 
Hartmann considers, as all-wisu and omniscient, but by no means as 
self- conscious, feeling unblessedness, but by no means blessedness ! 
A third inductive series argues firstly from the objective moral 
world-order to the divine righteousness therein manifesting itself; 
then from the subjective consciousness of the moral law to the 
divine holiness on which its obligation is based ; and lastly from the 
course of the development which leads mankind in a purposeful way 
to its goal, or from the world- historical absolute economy of salva- 
tion to the divine grace on which it is based, but which is not to be 
conceived like the human affection of love. Indeed he says it is 
neither justifiable in itself nor is it in the interests of religion to dis- 
tinguish the absolute moral world-order from God as its conscious 
spiritual supporter ; as this theistic assumption brings the necessity 
of the world-order into collision with the freedom of the determina- 
tion of the divine will. We shall return to this point. The religious 
aTtihropology, which comes next, starts from the proposition, with 
which we made acquaintance in the ethics, that "pessimism in the 
widest sense is the indispensable postulate of the religious cou- 
sciousueas as well as of the moral," as it alone guarantees a feeling 
of need for redemption. The problem of the theodicy, too, we learn 
later in the cosmology is insoluble, unless on the assumption that God 
himself, aa absolute subject, bears all the sorrows of the world. In 
this case the axiom applies that volenti non fit ivjuria ; monotheism, 
on the contrary, making God create countless beings for misery, 
might be called raono-satanism. It is this that lends to the 
" absolute tragedy of the religious consciousness " its last depth, that 
the world-pain becomes an infinite God-pain, and man in sympathy 
with the unblessed God devotes himself with all his will and all his 
power to the task of universal redemption or the redemption of God, 
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a task concerniug wMch he can fiume no idea how or when it ia to 
be completed. Not to speak of these Manichaean gnostic aberra- 
tions, which cannot, however, be treated as of no moment, the 
religious anthropology eoutaiua a number of good thoughts on the 
essence of evil, on the relation of it to freedom and to providen 
original ain and original grace as the two ever co-existent factora rf 
moral human natura The religious cosmology also contains, beaids 
the most curious opinions, such as those just detailed, and amoD 
which we may also reckon the temporary and accidental character of 
the creation of the world, a number of quite sound apeculatiTO 
thoughts, e.g. on the notion of the divine government of the world, M 
on the relation of the teleological world-order to that of natural law. 
And aa to the Ethics of Religion, the description of the subjective 
process of salvation as it unfolds itself in the awakening of grace, il 
its development and in its fruits, is happy in every point where tin 
prejudices created in the author by his pessimism do not come into 
play to intercept his view. This, however, is undoubtedly the e 
in two assertions — first, in the statement that the salvation oSered iH 
religious redemption and atonement is not a positive gain, but on^ 
the removal of antecedent unblessedness, and that though it appean 
to be blessedness as long as it reflects the contrast, yet when tliis ifr 
flection disappears it only leaves behind a state of peace which a 
neither blessed nor unblessed; and secondly, as a corollary fioK 
this, in the statement that the blessedness of the consciouanesa ^ 
redemption (sonship of God) is not to be regarded as the ultimaH 
end of the religious process of salvation, but that the whole aubjas 
tive process of salvation is merely a means for the objective, i.e. ftl 
moral endeavour in the process of the redemption of the world,— i 
proposition which robs religion of all distinctive value and all inde- 
pendent meaning, and ascribes these to morality alone. The eoiif 
elusion of the work is occupied with the " objective process fl 
salvation," or the religious life of the community in the forma ol 
church worship ; and here the author develops his ideas of da 
cultus of the future of the religion of concrete monism, All 
symbolical and sesthetic elements are to be discarded, and worship 
IS to be confined to ttie "servica q>( tbe word," in which, however, 
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the heteronomous law and the heterosoterio gospel are to be replaced 
ly the devotional retirement of the religious consciou3uess into 
itself, into its contents, the religions relation, real unity with God, 
Hence the rehgious consciousnesa will draw the ever renewed realisa- 
iiou of saving grace as realising, redeeming, and sanctifying, thus 
Gnding in itself the only true means of grace. " It is the task of 
the highest stage of rehgious consciousness (that of the religion of 
immaneuce) to separate in worship also what is essential from what 
unessential, and to realise what has hitherto been aimed at in a 
round-about fashion, by means of externalities and ihuaions, in a more 
perfect way by applying directly to that which is the kernel of the 
tuatter." 

Let us take our place in imagination in such a religious assembly. 
It not only despises all symbohcal acts, not only all such representa- 

13 aa appeal to the senses, not only all song, but it also dispenses 
with any historical basis for preaching, with all representation of re- 
ligious truths in personal ideal, all calling to mind of the great figures 
Und marked typical events of history, surviving as eternal witnesses 
of God in the consciousness of the church. In short, it disdains all 
incorporations of the ideal in living forms, and proposes to become 
absorbed in the pure, i.e. entirely abstract, thought of " real unity 
with God." What efl'ect eonld we expect such a meditation to have on 
the religious sentiment of the community ? The congregation of the 
religion of the future, as Hartmann describes it, woidd not be a wor- 
Bhipping religious congregation at all : it would be a philosophers' 
Bchool, only to be taken for a chiu'ch, even in the widest meaning of 
the word, by a philosopher who stands quite apart from the real life 
of the church, and has not yet shaken off the old error of taking 
religion for a kind of philosophy. E. von Hartmann extols, as the 
new and pecuhar element of his philosophy of rehgion, its complete 
stieregard of all the intermediate approaches of the religious con- 
Bciousness both in history and in cultus. But it is just in these 
that that consciousness attains to objective reality, and acquires force 
to perpetuate itself in the community it has founded and sustained. 
This abstract intellectualism, hollowed out to a ghost-like spirituahsm, 
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and far exceeding the intellectualism of Hegel, is one cardinal ei 
of Hartmann's philosophy of religion. 

The second great error of his system is his pantheistic peasinim, 
his evil inheritance from Schopenhauer. That experience of the evi- 
of the world and of sin awakens the need of redemption and so leads 
to religion, is what no one will deny ; but what we look for in religion 
is just that the misery of the world be overcome by the salvation' 
sent by God, who just on this account must necessarily be exalleJi 
above the misery of the world, and must be the power for our redemp- 
tion from it. But how is redemption possible if all miseiy ud 
unblessedneas has its original seat in God himself ? How can a God 
who is himself unblessed and in need of redemption, be the origin oE 
redemption for us ? Could we stand in any moral relation at all to 
a God who cherished no love for us, who on the contrary had broi^ht 
all his creatures into the mournful existence they possess from t 
purely selfish motive, that by their self-destruction they might h 
him to attain redemption fram his own unblessedness ? Would fla- 
feelings of love, gratitude, reverence, trust,— in fact the fundamenUl' 
feelings of all true piety ,^be psychologically possible iu relation M 
such a God ? And the one religious motive which remains, that rf 
the hope of redemption, — what value can it have if it be the case thd 
all " redeeming and sanctifying " grace aims ultimately at the a 
hilation of all things as quickly as possible ? One who was in ear 
as to this might perhaps find a much cheaper method of attaining 
his end than that of devotion to the process of world-redemption— 
namely, suicide ; and to discharge his duty of co-operating in tlift 
redemption of others, be would only require to see that his act fouii 
imitators. Mainliiuders's "Philosophy of Redemption" (^PkUosopKit 
dcr Erlosunff, 1876) carries the religion of pessimism to its logical oon- 
elusion, not following the roundabout road of labour at historiul 
culture, but the straight road to the heart of the matter : red^nptiiA 
in the Nothing is to be set about by recommending and practiaiuj 
viiginitj' and suicide. Hartmann repudiates such madness. VeiJ 
well ; but his philosophy provides him with no means to refute it 
We must therefore add to the result of our criticism above, whidr 
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showed pessimism to be psychologically and metaphyaically baseleaa 
and ethically useleaa, the further declaration, that it stands in funda- 
mental and irreconcilable antagonism to rehgion. 

But this pessimism, not to speak of the individual psychological 
motives which may recommend it, but which lie outside of discussion, 
is intimately connected in point of theory with that will-Pantheism, 
the legacy from Schopenhauer which Hartmann drags with him. 
Not that he holds it in its hard original onesidedness ; he combines 
it with Hegel's principle of reason, and so makes an energetic 
attempt to overcome it. But, as we saw above, it is no more than 
an attempt ; the two principles are not successfully combined in 
unity. Hence Hartmann's notion of Ood oscillates in the inost extra- 
ordinary way between pantheism and speculative theism. The reproach 
of inconsistency which he brings against speculative theism applies 
in fact to himself. It is true that speculative theism, or a majority 
of its representatives, declines the notion of the personality of God ; 
but that is only to remove from the all-knowing reason and the 
almighty will of God the limit of personal, i.e. individual, conscious- 
ness and individual will. How this amounts to a contradiction or an 
inconsistency it is hard to see ; on the contrary, theism is here freed 
from the error which certainly adheres to it in its ordinary form, 
namely, that the free determinations of the will of God are in con- 
flict with the necessity of the absolute world-order. Hartmann was 
entitled to charge the common naive theism with this error, but he 
ought to know that the reproach no longer applies to specrdative 
theism. But the notion of God which Hartmann opposes to specu- 
lative theism, a.s the true and only consistent one, is charged with 
contradictious which no one can help seeing. Think of an uncon- 
scious spirit which yet is said to be all-knowing and all-wise, which 
accordingly knows everything, only not itself, which governs every- 
thing with skill, directs all ends to one ultimate end lying in itself, 
and yet has no consciousness of itself nor of its ultimate end ! Think 
of a God who in his immanence in the world, or as the indwelling 
subject of all the feelings of individual beings, feels himself partly 
happy and partly (predominantly) unhappy ; but in his transcendence. 
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as the supramundane self-existing subject, feels himself entirely 
unhappy, becaase his infinite willing is never exhauati-vely realised 
(as if eternity were not at hia command to realise it !), and who yet 
has no consciouanesa of these diverse feelings, though they form 
the motives of his skilfully calculated action ! That these are im- 
practicable contradictions every one can see. If God has no con- 
sciousness of himself, then he cannot set ends for himself ; he has no 
aelf which is aelf-existent and distinct from the world-process ; he is 
lost in that process, and can no longer be the reason which governs 
the world and the guiding providence, that Hartmann would have 
him to be. If the absolute aU-wige and all-knowing reason is to be 
insisted on, then it must really be thought as the independent unity 
which persists in itself over-agaiuat the force which differentiates 
itself in the world of apace and time, which is a unity, and distin- 
guishes itself as a unity from the real multiplicity over which it 
rules ; i.e. it must be conceived as an independently existing seK, as . 
absolute self-consciouaneas. Especially is this necessary on the 
realistic basis given to the Panlogism of Hegel hy the element of 
will. Here, as even Schelling rightly saw, abstract idealistic monism 
must be developed into " concrete mono-theism." This develop- 
ment indeed is the immediate consequence which must be drawn 
from Hartmann's own criticism of abstract monism, from his demand 
that the abaolute be not thought as a unity devoid of all determina- 
tions and differencea, but aa the unity of determinations and differ- 
ences, and that its eternal nature be carefully distinguished from its 
variable operations. This proposition I think a very true one, onlyi 
I would give it a much wider scope than Hartmann appears to think, 
of. If the distinction apoken of is to be any more than a mere sub- 
jective idea in ua, if it is to be an objective tmth. it can only b« 
conceived as a self-distinguishing of the absolute, and this must 
necessarily be an act of his self-consciousness. Where could an 
eternal being and operations in time be together, but in a conscinuS' 
ness which distinguishes the two and gives them a relation to each 
other ? Take this away, and the whole distinction of the two aides 
of the divine life falls to the ground, and there remains either th« 
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lifeless one, wMch absorbs the world-proeesa into itself — abstract 
monisiHj or the fugitive many, in which the one eternal melts away 
— atheistic pluralism. Hartmann himself sees these to be the alter- 
natives,' and we only take him at hia word when we require him 
either to choose one of these theories which he rejects, or to resort 
to the only way of safety, and to take the step from the i 
absolute to the conscious, from pantheism to theism. 

" I assert most positively that the philosophy of the i: 
represents the transition from pantheism to theism. The philosophy 
of the will, after suffering shipwreck on the half truths and weak- 
nesses of pantheism, begins with E, von Hartmann to take refuge 
on the dry land of theism. Only he stops half-way ; perhaps he is 
not even aware of the turn he has taken ! But the premises for such 
a view of the world are to be found in him ; all that is wanted is to 
draw the conclusion. . . . Every step of tlie development of Schopen- 
hauerianism points forward, and it will go on developing itself from 
within till it reaches its final consunamation!" These are not the 
words of a theologian at whom Hartmann could hurl the ready re- 
proach of theological prejudice ; their author is a philosopher who 
holds a position very near his own, the youngest disciple of Schopen- 
hauer — Peters. And the words quoted are not a casual remark, but 
the maturely prepared result of an extremely acute statement and 
criticism of the Schopenhaiierian philosophy in the various forms of 
its development and transform ation.^ We may therefore hail in them 
the confession of an energetic thinker who has passed through Scho- 
penhauer's school, and in doing so has arrived at the conviction that 
the philosophy in question must be carried forward in the direction 
indicated by E. von Hartmann, but must advance a step beyond him, 
namely to theism. The sketcli Peters draws of his theistic view of 
the world is full of excellent and fruitful ideas, though the proposal 
he makes to treat space as an original second principle beside Grod 
(something Hke the Platonic /i^ ov) is not tenable. 

' Die Rttigion des QeUles, p. 121. Camp, Ntiii:a'ntiani3mus, etc, p. 340 iq. 
* World-will aad WilUviorld [•' WeltwUle und Willenawelt"). Slvdien and Ideal 
prrparatory to a VUvj of the World. By Dr. Karl Peters. Leipzig, 1883. 




CHAPTER V. 



POST-HEGELIAK SPECULATION. 



Post-Hegelian speculation starts from Hegel, and has always 
been powerfully influenced by that profound thinker ; it does aot, 
however, stand atill at Hegel, but has, at least in its most consider- 
able representatives, more or less distinctly cast off the limits of tha 
original Hegelian system, and struck out new developments of the 
central thought of that system, resulting, as was to be expected, in 
various combinations with or resemblances to other systems. The 
speculative rehgioua philosophy of the last few decennia is mostly 
baaed on such combinations of Hegelian elements, with elementa 
derived from Scbleiermacher and Schelling, and also in part, as we 
saw above, with Schopeuhauerian ideas, or even with elementa trace- 
able to Herbart or Leibniz, These mixtures occur in varying pro- 
portions with different writers ; one may be denominated a Neo- 
Hegelian, others Neo-Schellingians, or some such name. But the 
differences do not involve essential principles, and they pass into 
each other by many gradations, so that the same men may be callei 
Neo-Hegelians by one party and Neo-Schellingians by another. It 
may, therefore, be best to take them altogether under the commoo' 
heading of Post-Hegelian speculation, grouping them according 
■ithe various affinities which they display. 

Of the older purely Hegelian school it was remarked abov( 
fp. 117) that it fell into two sides, a right and a left, each of which, 
in proportion as it ran to excess in its side-tendency, came to be at 
issue with the philosophy. The chief occasion of the split was the 
rise of the christological question, occasioned by the appearance of 
Strausa's Leben Jesu in 1835. This publication was followed by a 
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whole literature of pamplilets, replies and duplies, the philosophic 
result of which, however, was quite out of proportion to the expen- 
diture of polemical zeal aud dialectical art,' The best and most 
permanently valuable fruit of the theological conflict aroused by 
Strauss was the historico-critical investigation into primitive Chris- 
tianity by Ferdinand Christian Baur, which brought the strife down 
out of the airy regions of idealistic speculation, or of the postulates of 
the feelings, to the solid ground of real history, thus imposing on 
religious speculation too the necessity for critical sobriety. The 
permanently valuable work of the Hegelian school on this latter 
side may be said to consist in the labours of two men, Vatke and 
Eiedermann, who, both averse to the extremes of right and left 
Hegelians, united with the depth of Hegel the critical acuteness and 
the religious sentiment of Schleiermacher, and who, being at tlie 
same time thorough Biblical scholars, possessed the necessary his- 
torical knowledge to support their religious speculation. 

Wilkehn, Vatke, in his work Human Freedom in iis relation 
to Sin and to Divine Qrace^ thus defines the task of speculation. 
It must seek to avoid equally, he says, two dangerous rocks on which 
a superficial and one-sided religions science may suffer shipwreck. 
On the one aide it must avoid abstract monism of thought, which, 
holding to the one absolute causality, never grasps any real differ- 
ence, but regards everything finite, evil included, as an integral 
element of one consistent absolute process, or as the result of one 
sole will and decree, thus weakening the deep contradictions of the 
religious and moral consciousness, and depriving them of their 
truth and energy. On the other side it must avoid no less that 
abstract dualism in idea which purchases the truth of these opposites 
at too high a price, but is found on closer inspection to be unsound, 
because it has set up a hard barrier between the absolute spirit 

' Those who are intcraateii in the subject may ba directed to Strausa'a pamphlets 
[SlreiUchriJlen), and to Carl Sohwaris'a excellent history of modem Protestant 
theology : OfKhlchU der neuerm prot. Theologie. 4tll Edition. 

' Dte menichlielw Freilieit in ihreia Vtrhailniu aur Made mtd aa- goUUcbea Gnoiie. 
(1841). 
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and finite spirits, has done away with the idea of the absolute, and 
fails to recognise the possibility of an effectual grace, an activity of 
the infinite spirit overleaping the barrier. To keep clear of botk 
of these extremes, and to retain the notion of aiu as the freedcail 
of man which is contrary to God, and that of grace as the ^eedoni 
of God within man, God must be conceived as the concrete spirit 
which has the world, the realm of finite spirits, not outside itself but 
in itself, the perfect condition of its real freedom, and the rationil 
contents of its knowledge and will ; it must be recognised as a part 
of tiie real notion of God, that he embraces in himself all t 
truly human, and unfolds the fulness of His being in the reahnrf 
spirits made in his image. On the other hand it must be recof 
nised as belonging to the real notion of man, that he contains in ha 
own nature a divine element which ia the divine foundation a 
his development to true moral freedom Only in the unity 
these two sides is God absolute spirit in the true sense : tiil 
absolute, as the unity of all opposites, embraces personality bnt il 
itself no person, because a person cannot be absolute in the striot 
sense of the word. The absolute in the highest sense of the woid 
is the theoretical and practical spirit which knows and produca 
itself as the concrete unity of the realm of spirits, thus God inhii 
unity with the world, or, to speak more definitely, God in nnitj" 
with his kingdom, as all in all, having the form of personality ffi 
one of his moments, not auh- personal but supra- personal, 
unity above the pereons and embracing thera. " AVith this view,' 
Vatke says, " we coiTect a very common intellectual error vhii^ 
sets the divine and the human merely .^ide by aide, and, at the saiM 
time, a pantlieistic error now again making its appearance, wfaiclt 
mixes the two sides together, and is equally with the former a mei« 
view of the inteJlect which has not risen to the notion of spirit* 
What is here arrived at, the substitution both for the deistic separa- 
tion and the pantheistic mixing up of God and man (world) of a con- 
crete monism or monotheism, is not only the most correct interpretar- 
tion of the Hegelian philosophy, but is right in itself ; this, I thinly 
is beyond doubt. It is another question, however, whether Vatks 
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carries out hia correct view satisfactorily, or if the problem can be 
satisfactorily solved from the position of pure Hegelian logical 
idealism, -which regards nature merely as an "external objectivity 
of the notion," as a pure determination of thought or immediate idea 
set forth into external reality." 

Such a doubt, however, need not hinder us from recognising in 
the fullest way the profound and cautious speculation which seeks 
to fathom the moat difficult problems of freedom, sin, and grace. 
The fundamental condition of a right apprehension of these notions 
is, according to Vatke, that we should think of freedom as a dialectical 
process in wliicli God and man do not stand over-against each other 
externally, but form two necessary and mutually inseparable sides 
of a relation which moves through the dialectic of the various mutual 
bearings of one side or the other. So long as the divine will stands 
out against the human, it manifests itself only as an end, a " Shall," 
■which still wants reality, as the will falls on the human side as 
freedom of choice or as caprice. This diremption of the will into 
the two sides of subjective freedom and divine law is the necessary 
journey of the moral process, in which evil too has its general and, 
in so far, its necessary origin, as every individual must pass through 
the inner division, the conflict of the flesii and the spirit, in order 
to attain to the knowledge of good and evil, which is not possible to 
him who has not in some degree experienced the reality of these 
opposites in his own peraon. " For as sin is essentially a determina- 
tion of the subjective will, it can only be known if it actually exists 
in the will, and this can only be known through reality as an 
inward possibihty, since the knowledge comprises the other, of the 
actuality of sin. Thus, if it be granted that the knowledge of evil 
and the possibility that the ego may make it the contents of its will 
is an indispensable pre-requisite for energetic freedom on the good 
side, it merely shows a want of dialectical acuteness of thought to 
ignore the necessary consequence of that assumption, viz., that the 
actual entrance of evil is the necessary condition of moral conscious- 
ness. Hence evil is the negative moment attached to the good 
which is necessary to the existence of moral choice, and which 
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must necessarily arise in order to be overcome and to give goodnest 
an independent existence of its own." Were evil not a necessarj 
moment in the question of freedom, it would be impossible to assert 
the universality of sin. The necessity, however, is to be understood 
merely as a moment of the moral process, a moment destined to 
disappear : since each step in the development of conscience doM 
away with the necessity that sin should exist, and leaves only t,lia 
necessity that it should be possible. The way from possible good U 
actual good must pass through evil negated and overcome, and this ca 
atitutes the true independence of the good. As a contradiction 
the will in itself, however— as the contTadiction between its appea 
ance and its idea — evil falls on the side of the finite only ; it is on 
man's affair, it is neither willed nor brought about by God. 11 
divine will is related to evil only as the power of the world-oid 
■which negates it, and the power of grace which does away with ii 
But this doing away with the contradiction of the moments 
the will is not to be conceived as a miracle which breaks thioi^ 
the immanent course of development ; for this would be to make t 
end of freedom, not to realise it. The contradiction which ei 
makes is only conceivable with reference to a unity of the momen 
which is also in some real way given, and thus the will in the joint 
movement of its moments possesses energy to do away with the ooit 
tradietion in itself, and this act must be the work of the divine a 
of the human side of the will, that is, at once of grace and of freed( 
The divine side of the will, which in its opposition to the human i 
a mere " Shall," now becomes an actual will, as God himself reahsei 
his will in man, and obtains in the determination of human subjefr 
tivity his own self-determination, and thus his real fi'eedom. God's 
activity in making his will subjective in the free energy with whiA 
He assumes human subjectivity subjects the particular ego to ffil 
higher universality, and in doing so makes it truly free. In thiatht 
human will is not passive under an irresistible act of God ; its being 
determined is a self-determination, because the divine will is its true 
self — the prototype of itself. That which, according to the ordinaiy 
way of thinking, ia an irreconcilable opposition between divine gracs 



id human freedom is thus reconciled, grace being seen to be the act 

that divine type which belongs essentially to the notion of man's 

iture. Accordingly, the influence of divine grace does not differ 

im the immanent development of the deepest divine germ of life 

man, only that it here stands over-against man regarded as a finite 

id separate being — as something external to himself. If the divine 

.ge is the true nature of man, and if it only possesses reality in 

.ue of its identity with its type or with the logos, then there can 

no true self-determination in man which is not at the same time 

lelf- determination of the type in its image. Only from this higher 

.ty of the two sides can we understand revelation, atonement and 

;tification, love and grace. God is not real aa spirit without being 

the same time manifest in the spirit of man ; and in the same way 

le divine love is not real unless it be poiu^d out into human hearts, 

id become a warming and liberating power, an answering love. This 

the meaning of the doctrine of justification by faith, which, called 

ito existence by grace, makes grace real. For justification is not 

ierely an act of God — a thing done to man by God while man is 

isive ; the two sides come to meet each other here aa in concrete 

idom generally, but their unity is not capable of being explained 

im the finite relation, because in the absolute act the relation aa 

.ch is overcome, and the infinite power of the holy love of God 

;ade the contents of the consciousness which thus lives in God. The 

ictrine of predestination also loses its harshness at this point of 

tew. God wills the salvation of all, taken abstractly, i.e. in the 

of an absolute end, leaving out of consideration the means to be 

iployed ; but in reality he wills the salvation of those who freely 

fty hold of it. His absolute will is conditioned in its realisation by 

^e means appointed by himself, of subjectivity and history. 

Ill the world of history and of society, too, the divine will does not 

realise itself outside or without, but in and through human freedom. 

Fhe joint will and joint spirit of a people is always known mediately 

immediately as identical with the divine will. The truth of all 

le mythic legends of divine institutions, incarnations, theocracies, 

IS in the Christian idea of the God-man, and the identity which it 
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implies of the divine will and human morality. All the streams ol 
the world's history issue in the kingdom of God, which is the will <£ 
God in its concrete development to a moral commonwealth. Pre- 
vidence here acts as an actual spirit through all persons and dedi 
through which the idea of the good hecomes more real, especisllT 
through the creative world-liistorical persons, among whom Chrisi 
occupies a unique position as the central point of history, as the 
vealer and the reality of the archetypal idea, as the love o( God 
grown personal. But in the laws of the world's order, too, which ait 
both the presupposition and the limit of all subjective self-detem 
tion, divine providence is at work ; for " a reasonable universal, a 
order, which maintain themselves amid all that is irrational, 
though often attacked at particular points by human caprice, al' 
assert themselves again, and rule, judging and atoning, loosing 
binding, must be the self-determination of an absolute reason and 
holy will," 

The same position— that of a speculation which seeks to r 
the Hegelian right and left — was taken up from the first by the p 
found Zurich theologian, Alois Emanuel Biedermann. His first b 
Free Theology, or Philosophy and Christianity: their conjlict c 
their harmony, ^ was dedicated to his master, Wilhelm Vatke, I 
token of gratitude and reverence. In this work he seeks to pi 
the compatibility of speculative philosophy with Christian theolajj 
by considering the notion of each. Philosophy is the relation of ti 
universal or thinking Ego to the universal or to thought ; therel 
the theoretical self- consciousness of the mind as to its unive 
nature, in short, " absolute self-consciousness, in whicli the absolnlj 
form of thinking answers to the absolute contents of thought (it beifl 
presupposed, with Hegel, that the totality of the actual is nothinglfl 
the development of the absolute idea). Eeligion is also, it is true, i 
relation of the Ego to its universal being, not, however, that of A 
universal or thinking Ego, but of the individual practical Ego ; »-T 
ligion is the reflection of the immediate self consciousness into ih I 
^DU/reU Thealogie oder Fhilosophie und Christenthum in StrtU und Frkdai ilMI' I 
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ftheoretical consciousness of the absolute, and conversely of the latter 
finto immediate self-consciousness ; in short, it is the " practical self- 
jBonsciouaness of the absolute." From this it results that religion 
Joontains a theoretical moment — namely, the consciousness of the 
absolute, but only as a moment, which, regarded by itself alone, is 
Blot religious at all, and only becomes religious by being referred to 
nhe practical self-consciousness. But this theoretical moment in re- 
Sigion ia not in the form of thought, but in the form of idea, and the 
ferroneous opinion might thus arise that religion is nothing more than 
, mode of representation, and therefore at conflict with the pure 
Bunking of philosophy. Ent this is to overlook the fact that the 
ipecific character of religion consists in its referring its theoretical 
noment to practical self-consciousoesa — a practical act sodiETerent in 
lind from the theoretical attitude of philosophy as not to be distui'bed 
>r put aside by the latter. The forms of the ideas of religion, how- 
ever, can and do come into collision with the thinkings of philosophy. 
These collisions, however, will be the less dangerous for the practical 
Mmel of a religion, the more the general principle of the religion 
lorresponda to the principle of philosophy. Now, the principle of the 
Christian religion is not this or that theoretical view of the world, 
which must always depend on the state of culture at the time, and 
change with its changes : it is the union which takes place in the 
practical self-consciousness between the eternal universality of being 
and the particular finite existence of the spirit — a union issuing in 
the concrete unity of the one actual free spirit, in which man comes 
to his divine truth and God to his human reality ; a religious process 
the notion of which presupposes that God and man are not such 
as to stand out against each other as different substances, but are 
related to each other as the moments of the universal eternal 
notion and the temporal real individuality of man, the essential 
necessity of which to each other ia visibly set forth in the fonn of 
the personal God-man Christ, which, as a representation, is subject 
to criticism, but the religious kernel of which is the practical 
self- consciousness of the free spirit at one with itself, and thus 
practically the same as the theoretical principle of absolute pbilo- 
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8ophy — so that the latter is showii to be in essential agreement witli ■ ■* 
Christianity. 

Defining religion in this way, as man's practical self-conscionsuM 
of his absolute being or general notion, Biedermann might be thongH 
to approximate perilously near to Feuerbach. In his later vsi, 
however, his Christian Dogmatic (1868), he takes up the position ol 
speculative theism, though with him as well as Vatke that posiSao 
is held with too great logical abatractness. From the formal root- 
error of the Hegelian philosophy, however, the method of a priai 
dialectic, he here disentangles himself He insists with Hegel tlU 
in religion there is to be perceived an objective truth which extendi 
beyond mere subjectivity, the truth of a divine revelation. This 3 
not only present and to be perceived in the way of feeling, it maj'll 
known in its purity even by thought; and may therefore, and shool^ 
be reduced to objective scientific certainty. This truth, howevo; 
he does not find, like the older Hegelians, in the formal dialectic <i 
the empty notion ; he iinds it in the elevation of the actual nuttta 
of experience to the pure form of notional thought On the other 
hand, he shares with Strauss the historieo- genetic mode of setting 
forth dogma, and an acute style of rational criticism, though thf 
critical dissection of the liistorical material is not, as with Strauss, 
the whole, but only one side of the task of science, to be followed by 
the other side, the positive reconstruction of the pure truth which lie 
in the dogma. Thus Biedermann's science of religion, while based on 
the Hegelian distinction of idea and notion, is far from identifyii^' 
religion with the religious idea (representation), as Hegel at least 
appears to do, and Strauss actually does ; the religious idea is to him 
only the empirical and natural form of the theoretical act of cod- 
sciousness, which requires to be combined with an act of will and & 
state of feeling before we have the whole of the religious process. 
He now describes religion as the mutual relation between God 33 
infinite and man as finite spirit, and distinguishes in it two correlated 
and mutually indispensable moments, viz., the divine act of revela- 
tion, and the human act of faith. 

Eevelation is God's opening himself up to man within the sphere 
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<if man's apiritunl life. God is Ijoth subject and object of it ; it ia 
siipematutal, if by nature we understand tbe aensuoua conditions of 
man's life as against his culling as a spiritual being; but it is natural, 
if by nature we understand what is present in the essence. An 
immediate act of God, it yet takes place by means of nature gener- 
ally, and of the individual disposition of him who receives it The 
relation between the divine and the human spirit ia threefold, and 
consists of tbe imity of essence, the opposition of subsistence, and 
the coramon life of the two ; and accordingly the immediate revela- 
tion of God falls also into three moments. God reveals himself as 
the infinite ground of man's spiritual life in the form of his rational 
impulse, as its infinite norm in man's conscience, and as infinite 
power in the religious freedom (jf the man who is reconciled to his 
law. To the last revelation faith corresponds as its subjective aide ; 
it experiences the divine revelation according to its threefold psycho- 
logical function : in its theoretical moment, as elevation above the 
Sbnner finite apprehensions of the intellect to infinite truth; in feeling, 
la elevation above the natural states of feeling to infinite blessedness ; 
uid in will, as elevation above the determination of nai ure to infinite 
freedom or self-determination as spirit. These inner spiritual pro- 
seasea are the real revelation of God. and the only true revelation. 
What is sought in the way of revelation in addition to and outside of 
these rests on abstractions engendered on ideas, the historical human 
channel in the bearers of revelation being identified with the divine 
of revelation itself. The same abstraction is the basis of the 
ordinary opposition of revealed and natural religion, or of positive 
religion and the religion of reason ; it is an abstract way of putting 
the matter on the supernatural side to characterise any objective 
religion as immediately a divine revelation, as it is an abstract way 
of putting the matter on the naturalistic side to regard any objective 
religion as a merely subjective human product. Every objective 
religion ought to be regarded empirically, and inquiry made as to its 
human factors, and should also be traced as to its principle to a 
divine revelation. What is true of the religion of an individual is 
true of the history of religion as well, that it is only apprehended 
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truly and on all its sides when legarded first as a divine educudQuli 
of the human race, and secondly, as a gradual self- development otB 
human faith in its natural connection with the development ol 
culture generally. In tracing the steps of this religious developna 
the science of the history of reUgion must neither indulge in a 
constructions, wliich are very properly at a discount at present, m 
lose itself in the fortuitous externalities of history ; it must seek U 
gather from the sum of the views and of the cultua of each relig 
what is essential in it and forms its veal principle. Of this excelia 
rule Biedermann himself gives us the best illustration in his defiii 
tion of the principle of Christianity, which lie states to be ihi 
mutual relation between God and man, which entered into histe 
in the religious consciousness of Jesus as a new thing, and theietot 
became the basis of a new community, and which is expressed in i 
designation of Jesus as the " Son of God." But this principle nei 
attained to an adequate and final expression in any single histoni 
form ; the whole of the history of dogma is the unfolding of it, s 
it is the task of theological thought to examine and sift that hiator 
and so to find out the principle, and reduce it to a pure notioa 
expression. It is not our part to ^inquire in what manner Biede 
mann performs this task in his Christian Dogmatic. All compt 
judges acknowledge it to be a masterly work, and a work of pe 
manent value for theological science, and this verdict we should n 
think of questioning, even though we allowed the objections rais 
against the work to be to same extent well-founded. 

In the second edition of his DojTiiniic (1884), Biedermann explaii 
the theory of knowledge on which hia view of the world is base 
and thus supplies us with definite materials to judge of it. 
theory of knowledge occupies a curious middle position betweo 
Hegel's logical idealism and Spinoza's parallelism of thought an 
extension on the two sides of the one substance. Biedennann I 
firmly to the fundamental thought of Hegel that the substance ( 
spirit is logical being and, as such, can only be comprehended i 
logical categories, but in them can be comprehended entirely an 
without remainder, and that both in the case of the infinite spirit d 
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red, and in that of the finite spirit or man. But Biedermann does 
.ot hold that the logical being of spirit comprises in itself all being, 
Dd that the world is merely the development or appearance of the 
■faaolute idea. Nor does he consider that we are able to construct 
xid logically to deduce the world by a priori dialectic or by the aelf- 
biovement of the pure notion. On the contrary, he teaches that 
Mritual or ideal being is always given only with and in sensuous or 
Baterial being, and this in such a way that the two stand to each 
Bher in the relation of opposite essences — the former as spaceless 
bid timeless, the latter as being in space and time or the being of 
I, but the one full reality being only made up by the two in 
td with each other. The task of knowledge consiets in abstracting, 
, the case of any content of consciousness, its ideal being, i.e. its 
^cal or mental determinations, from its being as a thing, in which 
at ideal being is here bound up, and so comprehending it according 
its essential opposition, but also according to the unity in which 
subsists with the latter. This seizing of the ideal contents of 
perience in abstract logical categories Biedermann calls " pure 
ought." These propositions of his theory of knowledge contain 
io the basis of his metaphysic, and supply him with his answers 
the questions as to the relations between body and soul, God and 
B world. We can the less withhold our conviction that the basis 
is laid in his theory of knowledge is open to grave objections. 
ie notion of "ideal being" is capable of two very ditferent inter- 
relations, and inclines on occasion to one or the other of the two. 
It may mean thinking being (spirit, soul, consciousness), or being as 
thought (logical relation, law, etc.), and the ambiguity resulting is 
pe shared by Biedermann with all systems of logical idealism, and 
ring rise to confusion wherever it appears. We must also ask if a 
melees spiritual being is really given to us anywhere, or if it is 
fren conceivable, since we only know spiritual being from our own 
fcnsciousness, where it always occurs in time, as a thing coming up 
an the course of the activities of consciousness and of the states of 
the soul. The question may also be raised whether the (Spinozistic) 
parallel of extended and thinking being as two poles of one and the 
VOL. II. ?> 
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same substance is really fitted to explain in a satisfactory inannn 

the relation between soul and body. And if this opposition is to 

form the teal world, with what logical right can only one side of tk 

opposition — only spiritual being — be taken to be the ground of du 

world ? And is the nature of the absolute spirit thought in a logid 

manner in the categories of Being-ia- itself, setting-the-world-out-of- 

itself, and reflecting-tbe-world-back-into-itself, or is not this to reJutt 

the spiritual nature of God to the emptiest categories of an occurrenct 

in space? Biedermann fails to satisfy his own demand for "put 

thought : " it cannot be satisfied ; his scorn of analogy and of met 

phorical expression borrowed from human self-consciousness It 

made his notion of God one which contains nothing, and is no pffl 

after all. His Spinozistic view, moi-eover, of the relation of aoulM 

body as two aides of ojt^ substance lead to the denial of the ind 

pendent reality and of the immortality of the human spirit, a vieir 

which the religious consciousness will never reconcile itself, and 

which the gravest objections must be raised in the interests of p 

Bonal moral feeling. In all these particulars Biedermann's syatl 

shares the fatal errors of abstract logical idealism which does a* 

with the reality of the world, of the soul, and of God, reducing tin 

to empty logical categories. Scbelling'a objections to this Panlogis 

so devoid of reality, apply in their fuU force to Biedermann's spectt 

tion, as Lipsius correctly shows in his severe criticism.* 

In this I am at one with Lipsius, but his Neo-Kantian 

knowledge appears to me to be equally remote from the trath 

that of Biedermann. I am convinced that that theory, especially 

the harsh form, almost like that of Albert Lange, in which it is 

out in the Beitruge,^ must reduce to an impossibility all knowld 

of objective truth, and all science — by no means only the scie 

of religion. All thinking knowledge comes to us by our going 

yond the phenomena given in us as ideas, and inquiring after 

thing-in-itself which is to be presupposed in them ; indeed, « 

the simple assumption of the reality of the external world is € 

' R. A. Lipsius : PhiloBOphie unci Rdigioa, p. 69 sqq. 
' 1. EoangfUiek proteiCarUUchr Dogmalik, 1876, Sd ed. 1879. 
2, Dogmatischt Beilnige xut FtrtfieidiguTtg und EMclarung neinerLekrbiieKtr, I 
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2nade by means of the judgment of causality, a judgment which 
transcends the inner world of consciousness and posits an outside, 
an objective reality, as the ground of all subjective ideas. Thus to 
deny that the forms under which we think and perceive are valid 
with regard to being is to take away a priori the possibility of 
knowledge ; nor does it help matters at all to put in place of the 
knowableness of the objective world the uniformity of the phenomenal 
world in all humanly organised subjects, since on the presupposition 
the very existence of other subjects outside myself would be a hjq)o- 
thesis incapable of proof. I ueed not here enter into the various 
inner contradictions which belong to Lipsius's theory of knowledge 
as well as that of Lange, but will only remark that the error appears 
to be based with Lipsius on the assumption that only two alterna- 
tives are possible : that we must accept either an absolute know- 
ledge with Hegel, or with Hume and the Neo-Kautians no knowledge 
whatever, of objective truth. I dechue to accept either alternative ; 
I am convinced that out of the labyrinth of attempts made in our 
day to explain the theory of knowledge, that view will soon make its 
way to general acceptance which is already upheld by thinkers of 
note, — namely, that the objective validity of the forms and laws of 
thought is founded on the absolute world-ground, and confers upon 
our thought a power to know the world of reality as it essentially is ; 
but that this power, like every other, loses in intensity in proportion 
to the distance at which it acts, so that though the kingdom of the 
knowable be nowhere boarded and nailed up against us, yet our 
knowledge loses in distinctness, clearness, and certainty in propor- 
tion as it seeks to press beyond our immediate experience to its ulti- 
mate basis. Accordingly T agree with Lipsius in respect to his idea 
of God, to the extent of regarding an absolute knowledge of God, of 
his absolute essential being, as not possible, and therefore think it 
necessary to supplement the uncertainty and indefiniteuess of our 
theoretical knowledge about God by assumptions, arising out of 
" practical necessities." This I think is called-for in the religious 
sphere, and therefore specially in dogmatic. I cannot, however, con- 
cede that we can know nothing about God but what is negative, and 
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that all attempts to define the idea of God positively must involve 
uB in insoluble contradictions (these insoluble contradictions are, fw 
the most part, no more than the consequences of questionable assump- 
tions — assumptions certainly of very ancient origin). And finallj, 
I regard it as impossible for faith not only to eke out the indefinite- 
ness of knowledge, but to set up and maintain its religioi 
lates even in the face of known logical contradictions — a " duaiiani 
between head and heart," which very few men could permanently 
tolerate : I only remark further, that Lipsius's positive construction 
and development of his dogmatic system is so largely independent 
the philosophical presupposition of his theoiy of knowledge, as to give 
him a right to assert a very extensive theological agreement betwees 
his dogmatic and that of Biederraann. Different as are the philoso- 
phical foundations on which these two theologians build, they occujj 
the same position of critico-speculative theism, and the only result 
the difference of their method of treatment of dogma is that each 
possesses peculiar merits of its own. It does not, however, belong 1 
the province of a history of religious tho\ight to show this in detail 
We thus see that even in religious thinkers who follow H^e 
even such solid thinkers as Vatke and Biedermann, the abstract 
idealism of the master still to some extent bears sway. It is b- 
teresting to contrast with this the enei^etic but no less one-sided 
realism of Karl Christian Planck. This writer declared himself in his 
first work^ to be an opponent of the Hegelian logic, which dissolvee 
the real into consciousness — that is, into its opposite — and an adherenl 
of the Schellingian phOosophy of nature, with which, in spite ot 
protest against empty notional philosophy, he shares its a priori con-' 
struction of the actual by means of certain abstract categories (cenM 
and periphery, differentiation and concentration, etc.). He sets out 
with the assertion that, in order to have a truly realistic view of the 
world, the knowledge of nature as she is must take the place of thfrj 
purely religious, or the half-religious half- philosophical view 

> The Aga of the World (Die Weltaher). i. Susiem of Pure Jiealvtm, 1850 
iL The Realm o/ldeoligm : A Contribution to Uie Fhiloaophy of Eistorn, 1861. Another 
of his Dumerciiia works which is here referred to ia his last. The Teetament o/ 
Oertiifin fTeatament einneB T)eutacheii\ -. A P/itiosopAy of Nature and of Humaiut^ 
Edited by Carl Ki'stlin, 1881. 
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nature which liaa hitherto prevailed. The religious view of nature 
waa the first, because what from the first determined man's modea of 
thought and feeling and his whole view of the world was not objec- 
tive thinking about what lay before him, but the way in which 
things were related to his own objects. Contemplating things only 
as they bore on his own will and striving, he did not dream that 
their order waa based on an inner natural necessity, but only saw in 
the order of things before him the rule of a will outside him, in 
which he recognised a power to further or oppose hia own highest 
end, and a corresponding law to determine his actions. Planck 
accordingly defines religion as the life determined by the conscious- 
ness of the practical world-law, or the consciousness of the relation 
in which the given order of things regarded as a ruling will stands 
to his own human ends. This view, which apprehends things 
according to their practical bearings, knows nothing of the natural 
and inwardly necessaiy conditions and laws of all being ; and here, 
Planck holds, we come upon the root of the one-sidedness and un- 
truth of the purely religious mode of view, which is a certain selfish 
idealism, inasmuch as it makes man's own object the centre of the 
world. It reqtiires, therefore, to be supplemented and corrected by 
the opposite, the purely scientific view of the world, or by reflective 
knowledge of the original and inwardly necessary conditions of all 
being. As the mere will taken by itself is selfishly blind, and only 
receives by means of thought a guiding eye and the law of its action, 
so ill the course of its historical development humanity has to be 
trained by means of the independent work of thought out of a one- 
sided practical attitude which is blind to the real — this is the atti- 
tude of the purely religious view of the world— to a free and open 
sense of the original law and order of all being, which are based on 
the very nature of reality, and at the same time to a universal and 
rational arrangement of its own social life. For the former object 
Planck gives the necessary directions in bis realistic philosophy of 
nature, for the latter in his idealistic philosophy of history and right, 
These we cannot describe in detail ; we can only specify and charac- 
terise the leading ideas of them. 

Planck is unwilling to prefix to the de've\o\|'m«vA. til fe^-^ts^^^ 
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any free spiritual principle, whether it be called religious or philo- 
sophical ; but as little wUl he presuppose matter in the ordinary 
external atomistic sense ; the former could not account for teal 
existence, nor the latter for spiritual. He proposes to conceive the 
first ground of things as an indifference of the ideal and the real; 
more precisely as " the selfless unfree pure unity of all the purts 
with the whole," as represented in the eternal ground-fomiB ot 
nature, in gravitation which is centripetal, and in the radiation of 
light and heat to the whole periphery. But in the natural law ot 
the selfless unfree unity there lies already the germ of the devebpi. 
ment which goes beyond the mere nature-form — a development 
which attains in the independent free unity of spiritual and monl 
existence the end it has pursued from the beginning as the s 
type of the beginning. But the beginning itself cannot be thought 
as spiritual ; this, according to Planck, follows from the consistent 
working out of the thought of "reality," which as such must ba 
the counterpart of mere thought-unity ; it must therefore be the 
constant pure difference of contiguity and succession of space (extai^ 
sion) and time, the being outside each other and the being togetheii 
There follows a natiu-al history, a construction of the developmeafe 
of the world, by means of the dialectic of these hollow categories! 
but there is nothing convincing in this construction any more than 
in the preparatory deduction of it from the notion of reality;! 
Planck's philosophy of history, however, is of greater interest. 

Unlike Schelling, he conceives the first state of mankind to havfl( 
been a state of peacefid innocence, in undivided unity with nattuQi 
and in a placid, though unfree and undeveloped, order of cnlturej 
the religious consciousness as a feeling of dependence, troubled bjf 
no divisions, on the one will of the whole of nature. As the originai 
peaceful order was split up into many selfish individual wills, tia 
original religious feeling of nature passed into a belief in supel 
natural magical powers of wiU behind and above visible nature, 
deepest kernel of all the historical religions consists in the elevation 
they bring about above the unfreedom and constraint of this natural 
finite consciousness of conflicting ends by the redeeming revelatioa 
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of the one essential moral end. Especially among the people of 
Israel did a vivid sense oE tlie constraint and vanity of the aelfiaii 
ends give rise to the spiritual emancipating truth of the one moral 
end, or of ethical monotheism. The historical character of this reli- 
gion as a revelation consisted in this, that the higher spiritual truth 
broke forth out of the opposition of the immediate natural conscious- 
ness of ends, and drew the latter in spite of its struggle and reluct- 
ance to itself, in such a way that that which really sprang from the 
spirit's own law of being naturally appeared as a " Beyond " over 
against the one-sided limitation of the natural consciousness. And 
80 again at the beginning of Christianity it was the conflict of the 
old national consciousness, its painful division between a divine 
moral and a human national end, from which arose as the last aton- 
ing consequence a pure undivided devotion to the divine end, and 
therewith the assurance that the kingdom of heaven had come. This 
higher consciousness passed of necessity into the certain belief in a 
new revelation or atoning act of God. But the substantial fact was 
the new relation of man to God which bad thus come about. As 
from the beginning of the history of religion, so at this its highest 
point, the eternal law of freedom which lies in the nature of man's 
spirit proved to be the redeeming power which Hfts the recalcitrant 
finite will above itself. This was the real solution of the ancient 
contradiction and the complete atonement with God ; it was here 
that Jesus found power for this new relation, and this gives the 
revelation of redemption its inner power as a fact. " It is not the 
person of a sinless and perfect Redeemer from which even to the 
mind of Jesus the new atoning power proceeds, but the gospel itself 
which he preached. Here lies the superiority of this original con- I 

sciousness of revelation ; it still stands firm in its historical ami 
inwardly necessary origin, and hence it is true to the genuinely 
homan position of Jesus, and attaches the decisive weight not to his 
person but to the universal revelation of which it was the bearer. 
It has not yet suffered change, as with Paul, at the hands of a later ■ 

[ dogmatic consciousness." But though the new moral consciousness I 

I of Jesus and his supreme act of moral sacrifice made him the creator M 
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of a new spiritual life, yet this life was at first entaDgled in a one- 
sided idealistic innemess aud otherworldliness, and estranged itself 
from the real world and its natural moral duties, so that the hunui 
culture which confrouted this one-sided religious idealism aaanmei 
the form of a one-sided, worldly, selfish and national realism. Heus 
the subsequent development requires to aim at a reconciliaUon asi 
interpenetration of the two sides, the religious moral centre and tba 
periphery of secular culture. The kingdom of the second Adam, 
the sharp Christian antithesis to the natural aim and striving i 
antiquity, has to pass over into that of the third Adam, in v\at\ 
consciousness will for the first time recognise and carry through ilt, 
union with nature and her tasks, as a purely moral reconciliation no 
longer idealistically removed from the control of natural conditiont 
Protestantism certainly made a great step in the direction of 
ultimate moral atonement of man with the law of his own 
and the law of the world ; but Protestantism stopped short half-w»j, 
and failed to overcome the opposition of more resolute Catholicisn^ 
as Planck seeks to show in a review of the general history of 
culture of modem times. 

The philosophy of history is followed by the " Gospel of H» 
raanity," which ia the outcome of it — a development of the 
and moral idea of the future. Planck portrays that ideal as thi 
overcoming on all sides of the untrue and baneful dualism between 
what is religions and what is moral and natural. " Christianity 
works out the purely moral and spiritually universal truth which ia 
in it, only by disengaging itself from that last unti-ue remainder 
of Judaism, and passing from that nature-less otherworldliness 
into an atonement which is altogether true and present It ia juBl 
this last union with nature which makes it both a purely moral (i 
longer selfishly idealistic) transcending of nature, and a. Iiome fo 
humanity truly consecrated and filled with the spirits" The road to 
this goal he declares to be full scientific objective knowledge of 
nature and of her conditions, and the full subordination of the indi- 
vidual Ego and of the whole of society under the genuine natural con- 
ditions of all life, a demand which must, he thinks, be held to embrace 
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renunciation of the idealistic hope of personal continuance or immor- 
tality. This hope is to be replaced by pure moral elevation above 
selfish aenaual existence to an inner freedom vi'hieh nothing can 
shake, and to the unselfish activity of love in the nniveraal culture- 
work of society ; for only the moral activity which the spirit seta for 
itself, not a continuance of the spirit set for it in advance, is its 
worthy end. Apart from this point, iu which the realistic meta- 
physic of Planck agrees with the idealistic metaphysic of Biedei 
the religious thought of our author is most akin to that of 1 
the social ethical ideas of the two thinkers being essentially the same. 
This thoughtful philosophy of history, this acute and sober judgment 
of historical processes, and his bold and far-seeing projection of prac- 
tical ideals for the future, appear to me to constitute Planck's chief 
claims to regard : the value of his metaphysic and natural philosophy 
is perhaps a matter of question. 

J, Frohschammer' starts, like Planck, from a Scheliingian posi- 
tion ; like him he declines the theological problem, and restricts 
philosophical investigation at least to pure immanence ; but he differs 
from him, and finds his place under real-idealistic speculation, by 
assuming in addition to the real world- principle, which he designates 
as origiual being and original force (why not more simply ?), an ideal 
principle of form which he terms the " world-phantasy," a plastic, 
teleological, law- and end-determining principle of formation, which 
originally interpenetrated the " formable" (material), till a separation 
gradually took place between them and introduced the world-process, 
which in the higher psychical organism obtained possession of a spi- 
ritual material, in which the power of spiiit proves itself immediately 
in spontaneous spiritual activity. Forces operating merely mechani- 
cally would not be sufficient to explain the whole world- process, 
but a direct divine act of creation, such as is said to have called all 
things into existence iciu and actu is more than is required, and does 
■ PhanloKy as tlie Ground-principle of the World-proase ( Die Phantaaia &Ia 
Gmndprinzip dea WeltprfwesBes, 1877), The Qenenu qf Mankind, and its Mental 
DentliipmtnC in Religion, Moralitt/, and Language (Ueber die Geoeais der Menscblieit 
nnd deren geisCige EntwickluDg to Religion, Sittlichkeit und Spracbe, 1883). 
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not agree with the fact of the world -process. According to Froh- 
achammer that proceaa is best explained as the gradual issuing of lie 
individualising formations out of an original germ-like synthesis (in- 
difference) of the ideal creative potency and its material subatrattun. 
"Whether this creative potency or world -phantasy which is immanant 
in the genetic process of the world, and specially the earth, is itaell 
eternal and without beginning, or rather posited from the first 
ginning by a higher divine power, Froschammer regards as a purely 
metaphysical 'question which lies outside the sphere of his invt 
tion of the philosophy of nature and history ; yet in discussing th* 
ideal God- consciousness of the future he throws out hints which nu; 
serve to iill up the omission. 

After the process of nature has reached in the formation of 
the aim towards which it has been striving from the first — for it il. 
guided by a teleological tendency to manifest the reason inunanentk 
it by realising a rational consciousness — it is the subjective phantssf 
the individualised and energised manifestation of the objective world- 
principle which guides the primitive historical process of the formi- 
tion of language, religion and morals, and prepares the way for bee 
historical action. The origin of religion Frohschammer finds in & 
belief in the continued life of the souls of the departed and in ths 
woi-ship paid to them, so that it might be said that spiritual lib 
sprang chiefly out of death. At the next stage the one-sided working 
of a subjective phantasy as yet uneducated gave rise to the belief ii 
the supernatural, capricious operation of ghosts or magic powers, con- 
ceived as residing and acting locally in certain outward objects- 
is called fetichism ; while the polytheistic belief in the general 
nature-powers or the celestial deities arose later at a more advanct 
stage of development, out of the ideal symbolising of the phenomena 
nature by lesthetic fancy. (My reasons for not admitting the 
ness of this view will appear in the next volume.) In an intei 
review of the historical development of religion there is of ooi 
abundant opportunity for showing phantasy to be the essential fact 
in the formation of the religious consciousness at all its stagt 
relative rationality of its products being secured by the connectic 



of subjective phantasy with objective, or witli the ratioiml-teleological 
"world-principle. The task of the present day, Frohachammer, like 
Planck, declares to consist in a new development of the religious 
conacionsness by its purification from the relics of earlier stages of 
culture which have been left behind, and a return to the simple 
spiritual kernel of the religion of Jesus. " The dogmas set up in the 
light of a stage of culture now transcended, and the acts of worship 
'based on a belief in magical and miraculous beings, can find no 
acceptance in the new religion ; the Christianity of Christ, on the 
contrary, contains the essential elements of the religion of the future ; 
for even though the idea of God on which it is based cannot satisfy 
us, regarded theoretically and in the light of the great world-process, 
yet practically it is perfectly suitable and sufficient for religious 
sentiment and for moral conduct ; in the religion of the future, as in 
the religion of Christ, the love of God and of our neighbour is the 
important thing on which all else depends." This admirable proposi- 
tion marks an essential difference between Frohschammer's " religion 
of the future" and that of Hartmann ; but he would do better to 
avoid altogether an expression so liable to be misunderstood, and 
simply to speak of a higher and purer stage of the development of 
Christianity — a " Johannine age," so to speak. — [Sckelling, p. 30.) 

On the subject of importing greater clearness into the conscious- 
ness of God, Frohschammer makes interesting observations, the 
sobriety of which contrasts very favourably with the triviahties 
usually heard on this head from left as well as right. On the one 
side, he does not dissemble the difficulties of the popular anthropo- 
morphic theism — ^difSciJties which do not lie merely in the meta- 
physical notion of the absolute, but even in the simplest survey of 
the facts of the world-process, of nature, of history, of every-day 
experience. (Compare Goethe's weighty words, vol. i. p. 340.) 
With no less correctness, however, does he point out, on the other 
aide, how human nature is bo formed that the divine must ever be 
felt and represented after the image and likeness of man, because it 
is only in a form like that of man that the divine can be brought 
home to men's minds and come to influence them practically. 
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Hence this vesture given to tlie absolute by antbropomorphMng 
phantasy, as it is unavoidable, so is also not without justificatita 
provided only that it does not claim to be the adequate exprewoM 
of Deity, and that in determining what it means we be guided It 
the ideas, which can never lose their validity, of the true, the gooi 
and the beautifuL In this case the subjective investiture of tl 
divine may even claim objective truth, since it rests, in the fii 
place, on the ideal organisation of our mind, and that organisation i 
baaed ultimately in the primal ground of all being and perfection,! 
all laws and ideas. " The fact that the realisation of ideas appw 
to be the highest end and the deepest impulse in this world m^ 
indicate that a source of ideas, a primal idea, is the basis of i 
things." A small step further in the synthesis of his ideal wif 
the real principle of the world would lead Frohschammer to 
speculative theism of one of those forms which still await discussiDO, 



On the same lines as the later Schellingian epecolation, 
following also Jakob Bohme, Oetinger, Baader, and other thi 
is the PkUosophy of Christianity of Chr. H. Weisse. This 
takes up the ground of religious experience, and proposes to unde 
stand religion, and especially Christianity, speculatively from 
point of view. The method employed is not that of pure dialt 
of the self-development of the notion, which, it is said, is only 
suitable in the science of the pure possibility of existence or in mett- 
phyaic, but unsuitable in the philosophical spheres of real know- 
ledge, for here we have to deal with movement in the object, a thing 
distinct from subjective thought -movement, with the genesis of the 
real contents of thought, to set forth which we must resort to the 
gtnftic method. We see here, as in the later stage of Schelling, a 
perfectly legitimate endeavour to correct the abstract idealism of 
m priori dialectic in a realistic direction ; but legitimate as the attempt 
I is, it is as little successful here as with Schelling, for, seeking to avoid 
the Scylla of abstract idealism, Weisse falls into the Charjbdis of 
phantastical myth-spinning. Like the later Schelling, he alu 
constructs the being of the Deity as a process of becoming, in whidt 
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from the poteucy of the pure idea God rose to actuality as a three- 
fold personality ; and not only so, but this is to be conceived as a 
tme process of becoming in time, which preceded the beginning of 
the world, aa God had to arrange matters with himself inwardly 
before he could think of any outward activity ! The creation is 
accordingly described as a series of successive acts, beginning in 
time, the first of which was the formation of matter by the lending 
of the divine power of will to the forms of the divine imagination, 
as Weisse teaches with Eohme and Baader, In this matter, as the 
externalised will of God, which has come to be in conflict with his 
personal will, there lies a certain spontaneity of creatnrely existence, 
which is opposed to God's blessed inwardness, and thus Weisse finds 
in matter the necessary and natural ground of disorders and of evil 
which God cannot at once do away with by an exercise of will, but 
can only transform gradually into order and good feeling by the 
progressive creative activity of his loving will. The process of crea- 
tion which forms the ground of the cosmogony in time is therefore 
followed by the process of the incarnation of God, its continuation 
ftt a higher power, and this latter process comes into real manifesta- 
tion in the history of religion. 

On this latter subject Weisse follows in the main Schelling's 
philosophy of mythology and revelation, and throws out many 
interesting thoughts. The beginning of religion he conceives, Hke 
Schelling, as a sense of Deity thoroughly spiritual and instinct witli 
moral power, though neither theoretically nor practically determined, 
but fluctuating between unity and multiplicity, between spirituality 
and synabolical sensuous form. This was capable of developing 
either into monotheism or polytheism, and did so develop itself, in 
the former way in Israel, in the latter in the other national rehgions. 
The process of the development of mythology baa always been 
intimately connected with real life, especially with the world- 
historical formation of the peoples, and so the elaboration of 
mythology always went hand in hand, Weisse believes, with the 
moral formation of the speciflc content of the people's religion ; its 
progress consists in the work done by plastic fancy on the sensuous 
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images it had to deal with, and which it at first simply appropriated, 
but afterwards recast more and more fully into the free form •l 
personality, independent of natural phenomenon, the physical n 
ing of the myths giving way to their moral meaning, which, thon^ 
not quite wanting even at the first, yet only gradually came to pre- 
dominate over the other. Here we may see the divine power o 
redemption and sauctification which resides even in the heatbn 
religions, and which, according to Weisse, is by no means tl 
exclusive property of the faiths called in the narrowest sen 
revealed religions, It is true that this power belongs in a spedd 
degree to the Mosaic legislation, and even more to the prophecy 
Israel, in which the mythological imagination retires behind t 
energy of the moral will which made the people and formed it 
history. But the process of the incarnation of God, prepared bytl 
pre-Christian history of religion, is only completed in the realisatdo 
of " Son-humanity " in the person of Jesus, in which religiw 
experience rose to the full power of an inner revelation, which c 
to the height of its consummation the historical revelation of G 
in the human race, fur the first time embracing the full tmth 4 
the notion of God in the immediateness of self-consciousness, i 
showing forth the lilfeness of Deity purely and completely in i 
personal existence. 

Nearly allied to the speculation of Weisse is the speculate 
theology of Richard Rof.he, as found in his Theological Ethics. . TVIil 
Weisse does in fact, witliout confessing that he does it in principle, 
Eothe adopts as a principle, viz. — pure a priori construction from 
the mere notion. " Thought {i.e. speculative) closes its eye, as loBg.J 
as it is speculating, to the outward world, and only gazes into ita 
it simply follows the dialectical necessity with which every r 
of its own inner fruitfulness produces out of itself new notionaS 
Only afterwards, when speculation has completed its consttuotiiw 
is reflection on reality to be added as a proof whether o 
result of speculation agrees with the actual state of facts in 1 
world ; and if it do not, the error is to be sought for in the world 
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out of the uotion. Tliiia Rothe shares the method of the Hegelian 
dialectic, the incapacity of which to grasp complete reality from the 
empty form of thought alone may be regarded as generally admitted 
since the criticism of the method by Schelling. Judged hy the 
results of his speculation, Eothe helongs less to the school of Hegel 
than to that of Schelling, but this is due to the very peculiar dis- 
tinction he draws between philosophical and theological speculation, 
saying that the latter must be quite differently an-anged from the 
former both in contents and direction. PhUosophical speculation, 
it 18 said, must start from the pure consciousness of the I^o, the 
formal act of self-thinking, in which there is abstraction from all 
contents; theological speculation, on the contrary, sets out from 
the consciousness of God, which is co-ordinate with the conscious- 
ness of the Ego in equally immediate certainty, and is thus fitted to 
form the starting-point of a speculation which proceeds on parallel 
lines with the philosophical. Dualism is thus accepted even in the 
formal principle of the speculation, and there is no wonder if it 
dominates throughout the contents of the system. But what should 
hinder us from tracing theological speculation a little further back, 
and iinding the consciousness of God to have its basis and origin 
in consciousness ? Instead of this, Eothe begins with an arbitrary 
petilio pTincipii, and thus opens a door for the entry, whenever it 
chooses, during the course of his speculation, of a rather fanciful 
than strictly logical thought, so that what we get from him is rather 
a theosophy than a philosophy of religion. 
I! He starts from tlje notion of the absolute as the simply by-it- 

I self-determined — the causa siti. In this notion Eothe finds, as do 
[ Schelling and "Weisse, the distinction of possibility and actuality ; God 
ia therefore primarily pure potency, an indifferent being without 
determination. From this hidden ground there arises in timeless 
development the actuality of God in a double form, as personality 
and as nature. But with the divine Ego there is immediately 
posited his non-ego ; as an ideal, merely thought, it arises unwilled, 
but as a real posited being it arises by free self-determination, 
which excludes physical necessity and only includes the moral 
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necessity of love. This non-ego, opposed by God to hia Ego, audi 
80 realised, is said to be matter ; but here Eothe does nothing 
help us out of the difficulty of conceiving how a pure twthin' 
could be changed by a mere act of will into so solid a reality 
matter afterwards proves to be in this system. As a selfaet limit 
his absoluteness, God cannot merely permit it to exist ; he must put 
forth his activity to remove it. But the existence of the non-^ 
of God is in a certain sense a necessity, and the removal of it cannot' 
consist simply in its negation ; it must consist in God's inttodnung' 
into his non-ego — into matter — his divine Ego, spirit, and thia' 
elevating the former to his second Ego, the creaturely spirit. And 
this dealing with undivine matter by the forming it to be the oigmJ 
of the divioe (or God-like) spirit, this spiritualising of unspiritnil 
being, is the continuous process of creation ; it may be regarded 
a continuons " world-becoming "^-or, more correctly, considering 
true end, as an "incarnation of God within material existence;' 
but it may also be regarded, since matter is the substratum all 
while of all the forms which are produced, as a "process of 
development of the creature out of itself," in which each saccessim 
creature is led up to by all that preceded it, but is caused 
principle by the creative power of God working in the whole pro- 
cess. In so far, therefore, as the divine creative activity is booni 
at each age to the preceding creatures as its means, and in the 
instance to matter as its substratum, it is not purely absolute. Thi» 
is the reason of the incompleteness of each stage of the world, 8ni 
of the perpetual imperfection of every state of the world. All t 
is defective in the worid of creation, all that is felt as evil, and 
intensification of evil spiritually in wickedness, as the contrary of 
the divine spirit, springs in tlie last instance from matter not yet dis- 
posed of and never quite disposed of — matter, the primitive creatUM 
which is nothing in itself, without which God cannot begin to woi 
with which he cannot get his work completed. At every stage ol 
creation there remains, even when an epoch of the world has read 
its consummation, a kind of slag, of matter not disposed of, a residuum 
of the preceding process of spiritualisation ; and this demands a new 
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»cli of creation, and not only provides material for it, but also 
ams the means of continuity with the preceding epochs. Hence 
lifeless rest of the eschatology of the Church resolves itself, with 
pthe, just as with his old mental kinsman Origen, into an endless 
ties of new world-creations, an eternal process of stages of develop- 
ant succeeding each other in time. 
Intimately connected with this fundamental cosmological idea is 
ithe's view of the moral destiny of mankind. That which la for 
od the object of his successive working, the getting rid of matter as 
posed to spirit, the spiritualisation of material being, forms also 
moral task for the activity of the created personalities, namely, 
appropriation of material nature to the human peraonality by 
determination of the former brought about by the self-deter- 
uation of the latter. The formal principle of this process is the 
ivation of the personality out of its natural unfraedom or material 
termination to full Ireedom in itself, or the autexusia which is 
sential to the moral or personal character of all action. The 
iterial principle is the appropriation of nature to the personality 
its useful organism in the way of multifarious moral work done 
tJie world ; the created spirit, once master of itself, seeks to be 
aster of the whole world as well. In this subjection of nature 
and for spirit consists the moral process in which the divine 
3es8 of creation is continued at a higher power and in a form 
fren it by infinite persons. And just because human moral action 
in itself the continuation of the divine creative action, because 
i divine world-purpose is identical with man's moral end, there- 
re, according to Eothe, the moral is essentially and normally one 
Uh the religious, and vice wrsa. If morality be in point of form 
n acting out of the essence of the personaUty, and in point of 
Batter a treatment of nature for the ends of the personality, then it 
" at the same time an acting from communion with God, because 
ising out of the determining influence of the First personality on 
le becoming human personality, and also an acting for the personal 
ise of God, namely, for his iudwelUug as a personality in coamic 
itence. In short, self- consciousness and aelf-activity come to be, 
VOL. II. T 
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on their moral side, the consciousness of God and tlie activityi 
God, Hence it follows, according to EotLe, that the reali^' 
religion lies only in morality, that the measure of the one is I 
measure of the other also, and that iu normal cases the two, moraB 
and piety, coincide. A piety that is alone, devoid of morality, ii 
his eyes a contTadiciio in adjecto, an unreal ghostly piety, an enq 
abstract form of piety without any real contents. Especially i 
Christian piety coincide entirely in concrete with pure and compl 
morality, and hence the Christian religions community, the Choi 
is, when completed, simply one with the completed moral coxmnid 
the State, Tliat destiny of the Church and of worship to be giM 
ally absorbed in the State and in culture, ia practically iavob 
in the view that piety has no concrete contents but in i 
In this absorption into one another of the two spheres of morals I 
religion, which after all are essentially diverse, we may see I 
working of Hegel's dialectical method ; as in the dualism of fi 
and matter there is an element of ancient Gnosticism, 

Nearly akin to Rothe'a speculation, hut without its extravagM 
is the philosophy of religion of Carl Sckwarz.^ In bis doctrioi 
God he follows the new Schellingian school, the speculation of wii 
however, he presents in a more sober and moderate stj'le than is U 
on this side. His notion of leligioQ seeks to combine that 
Schleierraaeher and that of Hegel ; with the former he dwells oi 
mystic immediateness and central inwardness of the religious fandj 
hut he follows the latter in treating that immediateness not i 
lifeless and motionless abstract indifference wliich excludes i 
attempt to account for it, hut as a living and fruitful unity, ^ 
embraces in itself from the first the oppositea of the other functi 
and hence not only necessarily produces them out of itself, but 
receives them into itself again in a higher unity, or medjil 
immediateness, a rich inwardness filled with the manifold contenttd] 
moral life. Schwarz then describes in a most spirited and s 
manner the movement of immediate religiosity on its two sides- 1 
' "The Nature of ReUgion " {Das Weem dfr Religion, 1847). 
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the idea and dogma on the one side, and the practice of cultua on 
the other. He shows how these untransparent middle forms of 
knowledge and action, dogmatic reflection and the religious practice 
"built upon it, form the transition stages to the pure knowledge of 
science and the pure conduct of concrete morality — bow, as means for 
setting forth what is written, they cannot be ends in themselves ; so 
that where they claim to he such ends the organic process of religioua- 
moral life is arrested, and religion dies away if its living spirit do 
not fracture the Ufeless forms with a reformation. This conflict 
between a religion which has stiffened into dogmatic and ecclesiastical 
positivism, and the living spirit of religious mysticism and autonomous 
morality, Schwarz sets forth in the most briUiant style. 

Like Eothe and Schwarz, Moritz Carriire^ dwells chiefly on the 
unfolding of the rehgious element in the moral world-order and the 
development of history. He defines religion as trustful resignation 
of the mind to the divine, the supersensuous, the eternal. Mere 
theoretical belief in God becomes reKgion when the feeling of self 
apprehends itself in God and God in itself. This God-iuwardnesa 
constitutes the essence of it ; hut still more important is the ethical 
factor that man makes his will one with the divine will, overcomes 
selfishness in love, and so removes the barriers between the finite and 
the infinite. The notion of the divine is only the third, which 
though not indifferent, and though growing in depth and clearness 
with the advance of culture, yet is not the essential matter. The 

Tie of religion is man's reasonable nature ; external need, though 
everywhere at work, supplied no more than an impulse to develop 
the idea of the divine given in reason. A view of the world's history, 
too, shows not only the universality of religion, but also that the 
kernel of religion is everywhere faith in the moral order, f 
■wherever it baa burst forth in power and clearness in the he; 
religious genius it has had an emancipating and soothing inflc 

» " The Moral Order of the World " (Die nUtlicke mUordnwiig, 1 877' 
Connection with the Development o£ Culture and the Ideals of 
JEuntt im Zvgaminen/iang rfer CviCvrenttiikkluTig and die Idee 
3rd edition, 1780). 
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mankiiid, often as its sweet kernel has been closed ia the hard shdli 
of snpeistitioD and clericalism. Carriere's notion of God ia specula 
tive theism : God the infinite unity apprehending itself, detem 
itself in difference, and overcoming the difference in itself — the set 
realising harmony in which " true monism " consists as opposed to tb 
monism of pantheism and of materialism. True monism doea u 
exclude but includes pluralism ; it represents the world as a systemi 
powers which in their orderly working on each other pro<luce tl 
Older of the whole. Nature and its mechanism thus prove to be tl 
basis of an ideal world furnishing to spiritual beings the met 
and conditions of their self-realisation. "The one thing i 
matter is its extemalisation, consciousness its intemalisation, bol 
manifestations of its being, which exists in the one in its esseue 
in the other in its independence. But the fact of the interworki] 
of the many forces on each other would be inexplicable, were thi 
not held together in the infinite unity which embraces them asi 
own inner determinations. Thus, after starting from Hegel, Carrii 
ends with Lotze, who is under the influence of Herbart, in the tJ 
of a concrete monotheism or spirit which has the world not oulaid 
but in itself, and is conscious of all and of itself. " God is U 
unity in Allness, the Ego of the universe : as our consciousness on! 
arises by its particular ideas, so the divine eelf-consciouaness aria 
by God's unfolding the world out of himself, and apprehending a 
comprehending himself as the formative power in it and above it' . 
Towards this view, in which the absolutism of Kranse, H^ 
and Schelling takes up into itself the pluralism of Leibniz b 
Herbart, philosophical (speculative) theories are converging fiMii I 
sides. This we shall learn from the three thinkers with whom i 
conclude, who, though setting out from different positions, yet i 
arrive at a view of the world essentially similar to that jnrt 9 
forth, — namely Fichte, jun., Fechner, and Lotze. 
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Jokarm Hermann Fichte, in his " Speculative Theology " sets o 
from reality, and concludes from it to its transcendent ground. PSi 
he comes to an eternal iiniverse as the ti'ue spaceless and timeli 
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substantiality wbich underlies the phenomenal world and forma the 
primary reality of everytliiiig existing in space and time. This 
" eternal universe " consists of the " primary positions or monads," 
which are inner determinations of the self-conscious will of God. 
For they form a system of correlated means and ends, therefore of 
thoughts, ideas, of a reason which embraces them in unity, or, to 
speak more concretely, of a self-conscious subject ; for only in such 
^ subject can the ultimate and perfect unity reside to which the 
imiform correlation of the world-reality divided in space and time 
points back. But the " primary positions " cannot be mere ideas, 
since there lie in them also reality and the power of self-realisa- 
tion to the world of existence ; there must therefore be posited 
besides the divine reason or the contemplative thought of God, 
also his will as the primary reality in the primary positions. 
They are therefore the sunderings, firstly inward, of the one con- 
scious will of God, and thus they form "nature in God" over 
against the self-consciously uniting Ego. These inner-divine primary 
positions form the material of the .creation of the world. The 
creation Fichte conceives as such an act of God's personal freedom 
as did not touch his essence, so that on the one hand the idea of 
■God remains quite the same if all reference to the world be omitted, 
and on the other we must think that the world could as well not 
liave existed, a view which almost unavoidably runs into deistic 
abstraction. Further, creation consists, according to Fichte, in God's 
lissing to independence the primary positions which were joined 
together in one in him, dismissing them from this inner-divine bond, 
so that they enter into differences of space and time with reference 
■to each other, and so become the self-realising powers of the finite. 
After becoming independent, they work first as extra-divine or 
■undivine blind separate wills or powers ; but even at this stage the 
harmonising power of their origin is still at work in them: the 
unity of the primary positions in the eternal world works through 
this separateness, and so produces even in unconscious nature that 
immanent purpose which is the visible copy of the archetypal 
tarmony of the divine ideal world. But the making the primary 
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positions independent as finite powers is only the foundation of tie 
world : the creation accompllahea itself after this beginning aa a ot 
tinuous process, in which God introduces the purpose of the wodd— 
the unity of the archetypal world — increasingly into those wodd- 
beinga which have got into contradiction and hostility to each other. 
And thus creation passes over into preservation and providence, a 
this again is nothing but the increase of creation or the alwiji 
completer harmonising of the contradiction of the iinite. 

Qitstav Theodor Feckner ' appears before us in the character ol 
a speculative student of nature. He starts from the position of ti 
etudy of natui'e, and proceeds by analogy from what is immedintelj 
given to what is more distant and most distant — from the smallet 
circle to the greatest. Hia induction from the micro- to the macro 
organism leads him to regard the earth and the other spheres ■ 
animated beings of a highly spiritual kind, demigods, and intenne 
diate beings between God and creatures like ourselves ; and here le 
sees the truth of the Biblical angelology. As the spirits of men, w 
all the life in the earth, are comprised as moments in c 
earth-spirit, so the earth-spirit is included with all the other sideroi 
spirits in one conscious world-spirit, or in God. The relation a 
God to the world Feehner conceives after the analogy of that of oi 
one mind to the totality of the higher and lower functions and Btat* 
which it contains, and the relation of nature to God as like thato 
our body to our conscious Ego. So little is nature herself God ths 
it is separated from God, or without God ; it is " the extermil dd^ 
or the manifestation, the expression, of God." God is above natoi 
in the same way as our conscious Ego is above our body ; " only thi 
above must not be changed for outside." The creative activity of Go 
consists in his setting differences in himself, which may be found- 
at least the general foundation of them — iu the elementary phei 
of motion (sether-movements), from which the rational order of th 
world is then developed. This is the continuous creation, which i 
" ZendsveBta, or On the Thinga of Heaven and of the other World " [Zendava 
Oder iibtr die IXagedti Himmelt und deaJrmeiit, 1885.) " The Three Motives m 
Grounds ot Faith " {Die drti Motive iund Qriindt de» (Maubem, 1863). 
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a constant self-development of God, in which he brings to 
appearance his inner being, himself; the world is the objective self- 
^appearance of God. The analogy with the finite spirit serves also 
'to explain the existence of evil in the world ; as many things are 
["brought about in us and by our lower life, which yet are not willed 
by our reasonable will, so the evil of the world (moral wickedness in- 
.cluded), like all that exists, is in God and through him, but not by 
.his (higher) will Esther it is the ground against which the power 
and activity of hia higher will sets itself to strive, so as to remove it 
and heal it, to reconcile it, and turn it to good. To this will to resolve 
what is disharmonious to harmony in himself there corresponds, 
because he is always sure of his end, the feeling of the harmony of 
the whole, or the blessedness of God, Yet this higher happiness of 
God does not exclude a lower nnhappiness which he feels in and 
with us men and other sensitive beings. Thus the suffering which 
we are accustomed to regard as the privilege of the finite is a really 
felt element even of the divine life, that life differing in this respect 
&om ours " only in so far as he feels beforehand the turning, the solu- 
tion, the reaction into happiness." The unbappiness is in him, but 
only as a moment which is overcome, which never interferes with 
God's unity with himself as a whole, but is taken up and removed 
in that absolute harmony. 

Among the brightest contributions ever made to the literature of 
Apologetics, we must undoubtedly reckon Fechner's work on "The 
Three Motives and Grounds of Faith" (1863). Faith in the higher 
world of God and of spirits rests on three motives, none of which can 
be reduced to either of the others, while none of them is operative 
for itself alone. It is from the manifold co-operation and counter- 
operation of the three that the whole body of his beliefs has grown 
up for man, and is constantly preserved and developed. The first is 
the historical motive of communication through others — tradition, 
which forma, as for every kind of mental hfe, so for religion also the 
ground and starting-point for all personal advance. But what is 
communicated can only have firm continuance so long as it is sup- 
ported by substantial inner reasons. These are of two kinds in 
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religion — the practical need, and the theoretical grounds of reaaon. 
Fechner shows very finely how, in spite of all its imperfections, fioi 
which many evils flow in individual cases, yet on the whole rebgioo 
belief ia a blessing both for individuals and for society which nothiiij 
could replace ; that it is, in fact, absolutely necessary for both, as botk 
the individual and society find in it the most univeraal and moat 
binding support, and their highest guiding end. But if faith 
to an indefeasible requirement of human nature, that amounts to i 
guarantee of the truth of it. "We wotild not need religious feith 
its objects vxre not. For if man has made belief in those objed 
because he needs it, he did not create the circumstance that he ned 
belief in them for his continuance and welfare, and is therefffl 
obliged by that necessity to make it. The production of this ftit 
by man must therefore be based on the same real nature of tluDgl 
which produced man with bis needs. It would be to impute U 
absurdity to the nature of things, and it would be contrary to experi- 
ence, so far as we can speak of experience in such a matter, to 
that nature had constituted man in such a way that he could on^ 
prosper while cherishing a behef in a thing that is not." At W 
same time, the practical point of view taken alone would admit of. 
many different possibilities of belief as the theoretical alone, or tin 
historical alone ; full certainty can only be attained when all 
three principles coincide. But the theoretical principle of f 
must not be sought for in empty notions, as is done by the idealistn 
nor in bare experience, as by the empiricists and materialists 
must be sought in rational conclusions from the whole of expeiieno 
to its necessary presuppositions — that is, by simply continuing 
same procedure of thought on which all our knowledge is based, even 
where its sphere is limited. Were it the case that the world of our 
experience was completely separated from God, and that God was 
not comparable with anything in the world, as many conceive of the 
matter, then no conclusion would be possible from it to him, from 
the summing up of our httle mental world in our Ego to the summing 
up of the whole world of mind in a divine Ego, from the rule of oi 
mind over a small portion of the world of matter to the rule of 
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divine mind over the whole world of matter. But for such a separa- 
tion between God and his creatures there can as little be alleged 
fc any practical motive as any theoretical ground. On the contrary, if 
in we have any right, or are guided by any true analogy in concluding 
from our own soul, which alone is known to ub from immediate 
experience, to the other souls and minds of our phenomenal world, 
we have the same right, the same analogy, for assuming the one sole 
Ego possessing thought and will, which controls all particulars in 
the great world of mind, which is the ground of the unity, order, and 
regular development of the joint life of minds, which therefore must 
live and move and have their being in God, just as our thoughts and 
feelings are in our Ego, On this foundation rests also the belief in 
our own imperishableness, inasmuch as the minds remain preserved 
in God, just as thoughts are stored up in our power of memory, in- 
separable from the life of our Ego. Against psychological arguments 
on this point, Fechner reminds us of our " entire want of knowledge 
of the fundamental relation of body and soul," and says that when 
light is thrown upon them, the future will enter upon an immense 
treasure of religious truths, which are at present hid from us. 

As for the question of the origin of the belief in God, Fechner 
remarks, with great delicacy, that while it is true that it rests on 
divine revelation, it is not on outward but on inward revelation 
that it rests, or, if on outward, yet only in so far as it was brought 
about by the divine language of signs in nature, just as the first 
revelation of parents to their chUdren is made by the language of 
gesture earlier than by speech. Nature was so constituted from the 
first as to indicate to man the existence of a power above hia own, 
and before he came to conceive of his own mind as apart from his 
body ; as at first he drew no distinction between the two, there was 
nothing to suggest the separation of mind from nature, or to think 
the sun wliich walks the sky less living than himself who walked 
the earth — he was only led to think it mightier, more exalted, more 
brilliant, than himself. He could not regard the thunder, the storm- 
wind, the flood, as not living, but only as a mightier life than hia 
own — the abstraction which distinguishes between nature-power and 
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spiritual power was as yet quite impossible to him. Did he onct 
feel himself under the influence of higher powers, he must have bean ' 
led of necessity to place himself in an attitude of appeal towards tiieie 
powers, in which he was led by the analogy of liia attitude towarfs 
men standing above him. Thus the theoretical aiid the practical 
motive co-operated even for the genesis of religion ; and so far u 
nature, like man, lives in God, and God works in both, the impression 
received from nature and the practical need were only two sides of 
the oiiginal working of God upon the beings made in him— £(. 
therefore, the origin of belief in God was the result of a divine ' 
primitive revelation coming through nature and the human soul < 
This theory of the origin of religion, both simple and profoand as it 
is, may perhaps not be far &om the truth. 

Theodor Fechner's nearest intellectual kinsman is EtrmaM 
Lotze} who rivals him in delicate observation of reality and in 
broad speculative combination, and has the advantage of him li 
cautious and sober critical reflection. As Fechner traces his viewot 
the world to the Schelling- Hegel source, but confesses also to h&Tiiq> 
on his hearth a coal from the ashes of Herbart, so Lotze too started 
from the Schellingianism of "Weisse. but was led by the study of the 
natural sciences to see the necessity of supplementing idealistic 
monism with a plurahstic realism, which, however, resembles ratfaet 
the monadology of Leibniz than Herbait's doctrine of reals, Lotie 
protests vehemently against being called a Herbartian, and dedarea 
he has an unconquerable aversion to that philosophy. And in bA 
his philosophy is to be distinguished from that of Herbart 
cardinal points. A characteristic of the latter is a strict separatioil 
between metaphysic and ethic, but with Lotze they are intimately 

' His " PbitoBopbj of Betigiou " wm published after bis death, from DoteaotU 
lectures (I^ipag, Hirzel, 1882). Of bis otber writings we Lava to take coant of bil 
" MicrosmiiB : Ideaa oa Natural Hietor;, and the Histury of Mankiad ; beiag 
attempt at a Scionca of Anthropology." (Mikralcosmia : Ideen sur yatargeldtidlll 

QachichU der Jift-nschheit. Vereuch eintr Anihropalogie. Ist&dition, 1856-Hj 

Edition, 1876-80). Compare Pfleiderer : Lolze's Philoeopkischt WeUaHichaiuatg 
nach ihren OrundzHgen, 18SS ; 0. Kaapori, Hermann Loize in idTxer SieHung 
ditrch Kant bturilndetat ntuate-a OeteMehU der PhUotophie, 1S83. 
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connected, even so as to remind \\s of F. G. Fichte ; metaphysic in- 
_ deed is based on ethic, and the idea of the good ia aaid to be the 
M ultimate ground of the metaphysically and logically true. And 
k^ while the Herbartian metaphysic is a pure pluralism, which affords 
1^ no room for the idea of God, and has to resort to the practical 
||[ postulate to nourish its scanty and starving deism, Lotze'a meta- 
physic, while starting from pluralism, transforms it at the close into 
absolute monism, and that in so decided a fashion that the idea of 
God here forms the indispensable conclusion of the whole meta- 
physical explanation of the world. This is connected finally with 
a fundamental diSerence in the view taken of simple beings. Of 
these Herbart denies all change, all activity and passivity ; hut 
according to Lotze it belongs to their essence to be the supports, the 
points of departure, and the points of aim, of all activity and 
; passivity, so that he designates them, with Leibniz, as the soul- like 
"beings which develop themselves, maintaining the identity of their 
being thronghont the changes of their states ; only that this develop- 
ment is not with Lotze, as with Leibniz, a mere inner sec[uence of the 
states of each separate monad without any real dependence on the 
rest, but a real acting upon some and being acted npon by others 
of them. Thus the real nature of the interaction of the soul -like 
monads ia the point of difference between the monadology of Lotze 
and that of Leibniz and its still greater difference from that of 
Herbart. 

This real interaction of the monads is the basis on which Ditze 
builds his metaphysical proof of the existence of God. Instead of 
precipitately identifying the unconditioned with the perfect before 
establishing the unity of the former, as ia done in the cosmological 
argument — instead of taking for granted as our starting-point a 
purpose in the world which may be called in doubt, as in the teleo- 
logical argument, Lotze tells us that the mere fact that there is a 
course of the world before us in which events are chained together 
according to certain laws, ought to lead us to believe in the neces- 
sary unity of the substance underlying the world. An interaction 
I according to universal laws would be inexplicable if we started from J 
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an original multiplicity of real beings independent of each other, 
because we could never understand how a change in one ehonld 
necessarily, according to law, bring about a corresponding chan^ in 
another, unless the two were connected by some common wilL Bat 
that which connect-3 them caunot be a universal law, since law erieb 
between, above, and outside things ; it must be one whole real Imj 
embracing all particular beings in itself, which is brought by every 
change in one of its parts, which it feels immediately as its own 
inner condition, to produce a second compensating event in anotbef 
part, so that that which appears to us as the transienl working df 
one thing upon another, is in fact only an immaiUTii working IB' 
itself of one all-embracing being. But this notion of the absolute ii 
a limiting notion, which requires an ultimate fact to make the worid 
intelligible, without affording any explanation how the abaohto 
begins, being both one and unconditioned, and at the same ttm 
many and mutually conditioned. The relation of the separate being) 
to the absolute cannot be explained as to its origin ; it can only 
be taken for granted as an eternally existing relation of nni]]- 
dependence and subordination. The notion, however, which vt 
thus attain of the absolute admits quite well of being more closely 
determined. The absolute world-principle can neither be conceived 
as matter, which ia a dark and contradictory notion, and never could 
afford an explanation of the world of mind ; nor can it be conceived 
aa unconscious spirit, since unconscious mental states only occur in 
the case of a finite mental being as obstructions and limitations of 
conscious mental life, and the notion of mind embraces that of 
consciousness aa an essential part of it. The desire of the soul to 
think of the highest as a reality in God, cannot be satisfied with any 
other fonn of existence than that of personality, Lotze does not 
consider this moment of the notion of God to be at a!l contradictory 
of the other element of that notion, his infinity, or the absence of 
limitation by anything else ; for it ia not as if the Ego first came M 
be by an antithesis to a iion-ego outside it. It is because it is aware 
of its own reality that it places itself in antithesis to the non-ego. 
Thus the thought of the personality of God does not require us to 
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Bflsume a real outside him and limiting him, but only the rise of a 
world of ideas in time to which he is related as hie states. Some 
process, certainly, and movement of representing, in which something 
is experienced, belongs necessarily to the notion of a personality, 
and must be assumed in God as a fact, without beginning and 
eternal. Lotze's notion of God therefore is speculative theism, and 
equally different from popular (deistic) theism and from pan- 
theism. He uses the notion of " personality " to designate God as 
lelf- conscious spirit and true Ego, but he will by no means have him 
toneeived as " extra-mundane personality," co-ordinated to finite ' 
pirits as one being of their order : he is the all-embracing one whole, 
'hich has all particular beings, and, if so, then also the world of 
inite being, in himself — not outside himself, aa we have our ideas 
«id sensations as changing states in ourselves, which we distinguish 
Tom our one persistent Ego. This is quite the same view as we 
found above in Fecbuer, and earlier in Krause, who applied to it the 
expression Panentbeism (p. 53). Whether the notion of personality 
properly applicable to it is a subordinate question of terminology, 
on which it is perhaps time to cease to wrangle. A much more 
Berioua ground of contention with Lotze might be found in the 
fixceaaive idealism with which he denies to things any reality as 
distinguished from the thought of God, and makes creation amount 
to no more than that God calk into existence a world of minds in 
which his world-thought is set forth as the appearance of a material 
world externally surrounding it, and to be perceived by it. We are 
iminded indeed of Fichte the elder, when we read in Lotze that 
the world of things is merely a system of appearances which God 
causes to become visible to a world of minds as the occasion of their 
action and the object of their perception, letting that thought, which 
at first was only his own, become the thought of other minds. Even 
Leibniz's monadology, with its gradation of inferior and superior 
monads, appears comparatively realistic beside this. 

Connected with Lotze's spiritualistic theory of creation ia his 
belief in a plurahty of worlds, God causiug to appear to different 
tpirit-worlds different world-orders, one of which cannot be observed 
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from within the sphere of another, though a traiisition is possible 
from one to another. On miracles Lotze is not clear. He concedes 
the general possibility of a change of the inner nature of things by 
an immediate operation of God ; but as for tbe real occurrence of 
miracles, great weight must be allowed to expeiieuce, and, in accord- 
ance with its testimony, any sudden interference, such as changed 
the nature and mode of operation of physical elements, must Iw 
regardetl as incredible. All that can be admitted is that changa 
occur in men's spirits by immediate divine influence, partly in the 
form of inspiration, which widens a man's knowledge or view*— 
partly in the form of a vision — which thinks it sees outward facts 
which are not really there — partly in the form of strengthening the 
will, and making it capable of self-sacrifice. Extremely chamo 
teristic of Lotze's teleological idealism is liia definition of tlie pur- 
pose of the world. This is not to be sought in the establishment of 
some actual state of things, some order in tbe course of events, some 
form of the connection and dialectical development of things — for it 
may always be asked with regard to such outward facts, for whet 
reason one set of facts and not another ought to be in the world ; it 
can only be sought in tlie realisation of the highest values, i.e. of 
such an experience as affords the feeling of the highest pleasure or 
of blessedness. We therefore find in a loving will of God the reaaon 
both of the creation of the spirit-world, in which God's own glorj 
might turn into an enjoyment infinitely multiplied, and of the orda 
of phenomena capable of bringing about such a state of tt 
Under this point of view, we must see tbe one creative and regular 
tive activity of God in the inexhaustible production of forms, whidi 
appear to be aiTanged with a view to the end of universal plea 
each of which, however, represents one special value, which is Eoi 
God the secret of a certain definite pleasure, which is approximately 
felt after him by the finite spirits. Thus only is the notion of the 
highest principle filled with living contents, for which we may 
the inadequate name of " creative phantasy," in so far as it produces 
forms, or of the " divine mood," in so far as the value of those pro- 
ductions is also the object of the divine complacency. This remind* 
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US of Weisse's Schellingian theosophy, as we were formerly reminded 
of Fichte's ethical idealism, and from the first of the monadology of 
Leibniz. 

Thus in Lotze's philosophy the threads converge from various 
directions to a remarkable centre. It seeks to connect in unity the 
greatest antitheses — pluralism and monism, idealism and realism, 
mechanism and teleology. It cannot be denied that the manper 
in which these contraries are connected and harmonised leaves much 
to be desired, yet the energetic and able attempt to combine them is 
a distinguished service to philosophy, stating the problem she has to 
deal with at present and in the future, and marking out the general 
direction in which efforts of various kinds will have to move, if 
they are to co-operate fruitfully in the task, never to be more than 
approximately solved by man, of the discovery of truth. 




CHAPTER VI. 



CONCLUSION. 



' In conclusion, I attempt n rapid survey of the general state of 
Eeligious Science at the present day, in the compilation of whidi 1 
avail myself of communicatioia kindly sent me by learned frientjaia 
various countries. 

Though the prevailing tendencies of the day are not favourftUe 
to the speculative philosophy of religion, it is yet industriously iti 
zealously cultivated outside Germany as well as at home, especiallj 
in the south and north of our Continent, and in the Western iandi 
beyond the Atlantic ; while in England, France, and the Netb 
lands more interest is devoted to the history of religion, both in Uxfl 
examination of separate rehgions and in the " comparative scieooftfl 
of religion," in which the empirical and the philosophical study of ■ 
religion go hand in hand. I 

In Italy, A. Vera has done much to diffuse a knowledge of thsf 
Hegelian philosophy. He began in 1876 the publication of a FrendLa 
translation of Hegel's PMlosopJiy of Religion, with introductions and \ 
a running commentary, of which works the first two volumes have 1 
now appeared. Vera belongs to the right side of the Hegelian j 
school, and from this standpoint wrote a criticism of Strauss's boo^l 
The Old Faith and ilie Kew, to which he opposed his own Christian 
ideal view of the world. Starting with the conviction that reli^onl 
occupies a central position in the life of nations, and that its influenoe 1 
penetrates to every sphere o£ life, the political as well as the rest, he S 
, published in 1874 a refutation of the theory of Cavour, "AFreM 
HDhuich in a Free State." In a collection of philosophical essays, jnaM 
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.blished at Naples (1883), he deals with a number of religious pro- 
jms and with the relations of Christianity to the moral life of society. 
I The same subject is treated in a very able manner, and from 
BBentially the same point of view, hy Raffaele Mariano, in hia studies 
n Chi-istianity, Catliolicism, and Culiure (German : Leipzig, 1680). 
lis work shows great cultivation and acuteness of judgment, and is 
ectUiarly interesting to the German reader from its careful discus- 
ion and unbiassed estimate of the situation of literature and of 
lolitics in our land.^ Mariano had previously written a historico- 
Siilosophical study on the idea represented by Home in the Middle 
Lgea and its relation to the Reformation and to modern times. His 
let work (1882) is a popular biography of Giordano Bruno. 

While Vera and Mariano incline to the conservative side of re- 
Igious speculation, their countryman Terenzio Mamiani deals with 
ke favourite theme of The Religion- of the Future (Milan, 1880), on 
ae basis of a rationahstic deistic unitarianism. Gaetano Negri has 
toved himself in a work on The Religious Crisis (Milan, 1878) as 
rell as in a number of essays and critiques (see one on Holsten'a 
Jospel of Fa^d in La Cultura, 1882, No. v.) to be a well-grounded and 
Cute student of historico- critical questions connected with primitive 
3hristianity. 

In Sweden, Christopb Jakob Bostrom represents a line of 
peculation which is most closely akin to that of Lotze.^ Bostrom 
lOnsiders the only real to be the absolute self- consciousness or the 
lersonal God and the realm of personal spirits, which, however, are not 
uteide of God or made by him, but are originally contained in him 
B his determinations or ideas. The sensuous world, on the contrary, 
no reality ; it is merely the appearance of the spiritual world or 
kingdom of God It is a phenomenal world based, it is true, in 
mental constitution, and therefore not a mere groundless show, 
mt yet of no more than transitory import, as it will gradually dis- 
I may refar to my notice of this work in the Prot, KircJi^nzeUiing, No. 15. 

are net fortli in their coimectian in his autobiography in the Becond 
^lame oJ tha Svrediak Bio^aphical Lexicon, from which Dr. Alex. Thorsoe haa been 
Rood enough to send me sume notes. 
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appear in the progressive spiritual ennobling of the bumaD race, 
man, Boatrom believes, with Kranse, that he is destined to 
through various forms of life, which lie in him potentially from 
beginning, and the development of which is set forth at each 
in a corresponding phenomenal world. Each man, however, vnH 
tainly at last attain his divine destiny, aa the evil and pain whit 
cannot but enter into imperfect forma of life must necessarily, mi( 
God's all-wise government, disappear sooner or later for every iiil- 
vidual. This progressive transcending of the imperfect and rise to] 
the perfect, in which consists the salvation and atonement of M 
rational beings, is God's blessed work in history, his coLtinno 
revelation. All religions rest on this universal revelation, and 
Eostrom regards the distinction between revealed and natural w 
gion as beside the mark, each religion being merely a particulsr i 
a relatively true form of the unfolding of the one essence of 



The Norwegian philosopher Monrad became known to the 0< 
man public by the appearance in German of his Critical Seeiiv 
Modem Tendencies of Thcntght (Bonn, 1879). At the close off! 
work, which is written with taste and ability, he expresses the a 
viction that, in spite of all the positivism that now thrusts itself fi 
ward, the true idealistic philosophy has by no means 
from among men ; on the contrary, that speculative thought is 

[germ deposited in the soil of the present day, the oi^anic moti 
cell sprang from the harvest of the past, which is destined to 
late all other materials, heterogeneous as they are, and to produce » 
new growth which will arise some day in its fulness and beanty. 
L In an essay on the relation of faith and knowledge, Monrad talf* 

I up his position on the Hegelian right. Faith and knowledge, Ir 

I says, are engaged in mutual and perpetual interchange with eaci 

r other, which has for its goal the gradual transition of faith inH 

I knowledge, a process, however, which will never be quite concluded si 

I any point of time. Christian faith has for its contents the compkliF 

K revelation of God not only /or man but also in him, as his 

I being ; but its form is the external one of miraculous revelation, 



mystery. The immanence, however, of divine truth in the inner 
being of man indicates the removal of the mystery as such, in so far 
as it rests on the idea of an interval and an impassable limit The 
more, therefore, the wall of division disappears —i.e. the more the 
contents of the Christian revelation are brought out fully into con- 
Bciousness — the more does the form of a specific mystery disappear : 
and the truth is known no longer as one standing without as a 
stranger, but as the essential and necessary contents of conscious- 
ness ; and thus faith is changed into knowledge. But the limit of 
finality will never be so entirely removed as that mystery should 
vanish absolutely. To overlook this is .the enthusiasm of rationalism, 
as it is the error of supernaturalism to seek to fix faith for ever in 
its present form. 

In Denmark the standpoint of a speculation which mediates 
between faith and knowledge, Christianity and humanitarianism, 
finds its representatives in the poet J. W. Heiberg, the philosopher 
H. Erochner, and the theologian Martensen, who enjoys a great repu- 
tation in Germany as well as in his own country. The two first- 
named, especially Briichner, incline rather to the left wing of the 
Hegelian school ; while Martensen's speculation has a decidedly 
ecclesiastical and conservative character, and shows more affinity 
with the late Schellingian and the Eaader-Bohme tbeosophy than 
with the Hegelian philosophy. 

As everywhere, so also in Denmark and Scandinavia, this mediat- 
ing speculation finds its opponents in two opposite camps, that of 
stiff orthodoxy, which repudiates all compromise with science, and 
that of critic 0- historical rationalism, which withdraws from the strife 
of dogmas and Churches to the primitive Christianity of the Gospels, 
with the belief in miracles removed from it. Zealous representatives 
of this position are H. N. Clausen and A. C. Larsen. 

In Denmark, however, the anti- rationalistic tendency has acquired 
more influence in other forms : as Rjsthetic popular pietism (Grundt- 
wig), and as ascetic individualistic mysticism (Kierkegaard) : these 
forms agreeing, in spite of all their other differences, in depreciation 



J 



308 pniLOSOPur of religion. 

of knowledge generally, and particularly in passionate repudiation aF 
its interference in the matters belonging to faith. The more remark- 
able is it that the anti-rational tendency of Kierkegaard (p. 209, jjj.) 
has found a scientific champion in the Copenhagen philosopher, 
E. Nielsen, who regards faith and knowledge as two principles of 
knowledge which are equally absolute, but perfectly independent of 
each other, and the reconciliation of which is to be sought not ia 
bringing them to an inner agreement, but in keeping them entirdj 
separate from each other. 

We have abendy spoken of the wide diffusion in England of & 
positivism of a Stuart Mill and Herbert Spencer (p. 144, sqq.). 
speculative idealism has of late brought an increasing influence U 
oppose that tendency, especially since the Scottish thinker, Stirling, 
opened up to his countrymen the understanding of the Hegeliaa 
philosophy by his able exposition in the work TJie Secret of Stji 
(1865). The Glasgow philosopher, Edward Caird, has done muchta 
bring about a proper appreciation of Kant, whom he understand 
incomparably better than our " Neo-Kantians," regarding as he d 
not sceptical empiricism, but rationalism, as the nerve of the Kantaaa 
philosophy, and the germ of the speculation to which it gave birtk 
His brother, the Glasgow theologian, John Caird, lias written ai 
introduction to the Philosophy of Religion (1880), from the stand- 
point of Hegelian speculation (in the nuance of it represented by 
Vatke and Biedermann), in which the precious kernel of the HegeliaB 
ideas ia detached with rare art from the narrow husk of their scho- 
lastic form. Proceeding on the basis of this ideal view of the wod4 
and giving an acute criticism of the positivist and materialistic teih 
dencies of thought, he indicates the claims not only of religion M 
ideal faith, but also of the pliilosophy of religion as ideal know- 
ledge.' A similar platform of critically free and religious ideal specu- 
lation is occupied by theologians of Independent bodies in England, 
A. M. FaJrbairn and James Martineau, who have shown thei 



' I may refer to ft detailed accaunt of Caird'a Fhitonoph}/ of Eelii 
ia the Jahrb. /nr Prot. Theol, 18S2, first numbsr. 
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in a aeries of essays and addresses to be able defenders of tlie Chris- 
tian telief in God gainst materialist, positiviat, and anthropological 
.ults. The same service has been done by the Edinburgh theo- 
logian, Eohert Flint, from the standpoint of a moderate ecclesiastical 
orthodoxy, in his two volumes on Theism, and Antitheistic Theories 
<1877 and 1879). 

A clever attempt to provide firm scientific foundations for religions 
convictions is given by Henry Drummond in his work. Natural 
I/aw in the Spiritual World (1833). He sets out from the assump- 
tion that whatever the differences may he between spiritual and 
natural life, the two spheres yet belong to one and the same 
■world-order, which is governed by universal and inviolable laws, and 
that it must therefore be possible to discover in the spiritual life the 
action of those fundamental laws which science has established in 
natural life, and to trace back to these laws the essential convictions 
of Christendom, This demonstration he seeks to carry out in detail 
by pointiug out parallels and analogies between natural and spiritual 
life, between the genesis, degeneration, growth, decay, aelf-preserva- 
tion of the natural and of the moral and rehgious life ; and many of 
the old familiar Christian doctrines are thus placed under new and 
interesting lights. 

In spite of the High Church spirit in England, there may be dia- 
cemed a widespread tendency towards a freer treatment of divine 
things, This is seen in the profound interest awakened by the two 
works of the Cambritlge historian, E. Seeley, Ecce Homo and Natural 
Religion (1882), both written in a popular though elevated style, and 
seeking to recommend to the heart of their readers a Christianity 
freed from all dogmatic wrappings, and displayed in its simple, 
human, and moral beauty, and to show to the sceptically-minded 
generation of these days how religion ia essentially one with all that 
is true, beautiful, and good. The attempt is certainly exposed to a 
great danger — that of making religion ao indefinite and fluid as almost 
quite to disappear in humane cidture. 

Along with Seeley's anonymously published Natural Religioji, we 
raay mention Supernatural Religion, also an anonymous work, which 
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sets forth, with equal learniog and clearness, the results of the modem 
critical inquiries regarding the Bible, and seeks by the cumulatiTe 
force of all these critical objections and arguments to shake the pon- 
derous dogmatism of the churchly-rainded English, and to pr^wM 
the way for a freer mode of thought. 

The same purpose is served very effectively by the public leetnpe- 
ships on religious subjects now instituted in various places in Great 
Britain. The best known of these are the lectures nf the " Hibbert 
Trust," which are devoted to the comparative study of religion. On 
this foundation Max Miiller delivered the opening series of lectures- 
in 1878, on the " Origin and Development of Religion, as illustrated 
by the Religions of India." These were followed by the lectures of 
Le Page Eenouf on " Egyptian Religion," of Ernest Renan on " Rome 
and Christianity," of Rhys Davids on " Buddhism," of A. ICuenen 
" National and Universal Religions," 

These lectures, which are published, and most of which have 
been translated into several languages, are among the most valuable 
results of the religious science of our day, not only giving a revieif, 
level to the ordinary comprehension, of the ripest fruits of detailed 
investigations in various fields, but presenting the historical materiri 
under broad and general points of viexv, so as to make it uncommonly 
fruitful for the philosophy of religion. This is specially true of ths; 
first and of the last-named series of lectures.' 

It answers, generally speaking, both to the English character 
to the prevailing tendency of the time, that more weight is attached' 
in England to the historical than to the philosophical aide of religioni 
inquiry. The English, moreover, are led by their political and com- 
mercial relations with non-Christian peoples, as well as by their 
zeal for missions, to a scientific treatment of foreign religions. Of. 
the stately roU of English investigators who have made valuable 
contributions to the knowledge of the history of religion we may 
name the following : — Max Miiller, whose works (in addition to thft 
lectures above mentioned we may name his History of A-mv^ 

' Professor Pfleidorer hitnBelf deliTercd the Hibbert Lectures in 1885 « 
It^uencx <ifthe Apostle Paul en Ike Devtlapment qf Ohrisliaitily. ^Tr. 
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Indian Literature and Religion and his Introdudiojt to the Science of- > 
Religion), combine in the happiest way the learning of the Indo- 
logical specialist and tlie breadth of vision of the philosopher : H. 
Wilson, Monier Williains, Dr. John Muir, founder of the Sanscrit 
Chair and of the lectureship on the Science of Religion in Edinbui^h 
TJmversity ; Spence Hardy, Ehys Davids— all meritorious inquii-ers 
in the field of Indian religion : then J. Edldna and R. K. Douglas, as 
^peits in the Chinese religion ; E. Bosworth Smith, J. J. Lake, 
J. M, Arnold, W, Muir, inquirers in the field of Islam ; B. Thorpe 
Bud J. Ferguson as students of northern mythology. The com- 
{parative history of mythology and religion finally, as connected with 
the history of culture, has been treated by E. B. Tylor, Sir John 
Lubbock, G. W. Cos, A, S. Murray, C. F. Keary, F. C. Moffat, and 
others. The history of the Illumination in Europe has been written 
liy W. E. H. Lecky, in the spirit of Buckle's (positivist) philosophy 
>f history. 

The Dutch have rivalled the English during the last twenty 
years in the successful treatment of the history of religion. Studies 
of this nature received a great impetus in the issue by the Haarlem 
publisher, A. C. Krusemann, of the great work De vornaaTnste 
Oodsdiensten, a collection of monographs on the principal religions. 
The series was opened by the famous Arabic scholar E. Dozy, with 
description of Islam (1863, second edition 1881); Paraism was 
treated by C, P. Tiele, the Greek religion by J. W. G. van Dordt, 
and the Scandinavian by L. S. P. Meyboom. The history of Roman 
Catholicism was written by A. Piereon, that of Protestantism by 
L. W. K EauwenhoEf (1865-1871). The history of Buddhism is written 
by H. Kern, a thorough adept in Indian antiquity, who treats his 
Bubject with a good deal of historical scepticism (the whole Buddha 
legend is reduced to a aun-niyth). The jewel of the aeries, however, 
is A. Kuenen's Religion of Israel (2 vols, 1869-1870 ; in English, in 
the Theological Translation Fund Series, 3 vols. 1874-75). This 
work is the fmit of ripe and deep inquiry, and in point of clear 
treatment and acute criticism may well be called a masterpiece. 
The whole Old Testament history is critically treated in the great 
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and searcliing style of Graf'a hypothesis. A gap in the series is filled I 
by C. P. Tiele'a Comparative History of the Egyptian and Mesopo- 1 
tamian Religions (1869-Tl), a work of learning and merit, which h 
been translated into French and English (the Egyptian part odj, 1 
Triibner, 1882), and is to be rendered into German. The religions of I 
the East Indian Archipelago are described by J. W, Eriederich and P. j 
J. Veth, the historian of culture, in their works ou Java, Borneo, etc 
The general history of religion was first written by the admirable 
theologian of Leiden, Scholten, in his compendious Geschiedenis MB 
Godsdim&t en Wijsbegecrte (" History of Religion and Philosophy ") ; in 
the first edition the treatment was somewhat scanty, in the thiri 

1(1862), it was more comprehensive and more detailed, Scholten'i 
principal works, however, belong to the field of New Testament 
criticism, where his numerous books and essays give him a proniinenl 
position, and that not only in his own country. The learned biblical 
scholar Hoekstra also, in his work, Bronnen en Grondslagen "van M 
godsdienstigOdoof, 1864 ("The Sources and Bases of Religious Belief)! 
makes a valuable contribution to the question as to the origin isi 
development of religion, which he conceives to have arisen in tiiB 
1 main from man's ideal self-consciousnesa. The principal representaliie 

I at present of the general comparative science of religion ; 

k doubtedly C. P. Tide. His Qeschiedenis van den Godsdienst tot aanit 

B herschappij der wereld godsdiensten, 1876 ("Outlines of the Historyst 

I Religion, to the spread of the Universal Religions." Translated byDi 

I Carpenter. 3rd ed. 1884), is acknowledged (o be, in spite of its cent 

I pendious brevity, which one would often wish somewhat extendaii 

I a work of signal importance, being the first attempt to give, on tl 

f basis of detailed modern investigations, a connected view of tl 

history of the development of the different religions (Christiani 
k excepted), and of their mutual relation and influence on each othet 

I In numerous papers in the Tkeol. Tijdshri/t and in De Gids, Tid 

B has also published his views on the relation of the science of religuw 

^^^_ to theology, on the method of the comparative history of religion, or 
^^^^h tiie essence and origin, beginning and development of religion. The I 
^^^^ft views which he has also defended against the diverging theories of I 
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I others are always acute, though not always ultimately tenable. They 
■ are impugned by Hugenholtz and Eauwenhoff in able essays pub- 
I lished in the Tlieologisch Tijdskrift. 

Of the religio- philosophical tendency of testhetic and ethical 

idealism, which is widely prevalent in Holland at present, we have 

already spoken in this volume (page 181, sqq^. 

In France the tendency which generally prevails in the science 
religion as elsewhere, is that of Comtean positivism (see p. 139, 
S55.), and religious studies are thus led to turn away from speculative 
questions and to confine themselves to the comparative history of 
religion. In the treatment of this science, two different currents 
may be distinguished. In one school which proceeds on the lines of 
the negative illumination of the eighteenth century, the comparison 
of the various religions and cults subserves the irreligious tendency 
a radical naturalism. Quite in the well-known manner of Dupuis, 
who, in the end of last century, traced the origin of all the religions 
to a nii a understanding of astronomy, Ozeray proposed (1846) to 
explain the riddles of all religious dogmas from geology, while 
"W. Jacolliot employs his great and various reading, in a series of works 
which appear almost annually, to show, by a comparison of biblical 
and ecclesiastical ideas with extra^biblical legends {e.g., of some of 
the gods), that the Christian faith is on a level with heathen super- 
stition ; and A. Lef6vre reaches the conclusion, in his comparative 
history of rehgions and mythologies (2d edition, 1878), tbat every 
rtiligious belief, even that of a Benan or a Taine, in the divine and the 
eternal generally, is no better than a refined order of fetichism, and 
that we must come at last in matters religious to the declaration 
which is alone logical and reasonable, " Delenda est Oarthago." 
Apart from this radical school, such men as Taine and Ernest Eenan 
represent a cold aesthetic scepticism, which declines to decide on the 
truth of religion or hints on occasion that all religious theories are 
equally untrue, but yet does not dispute its value, but allows it a 
Taliie in the judgment of cultivated taste in proportion to the dignity 
and beauty of its appearance. Hence the sceptic Kenan's avowed 
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preference for Bomaii Catholicism. This prominence of the Kstheti 
point of view ia the secret both of the strength and of the weaknei 
of Kenan's famous historical work on primitive Christianity. 
orientalist Bumoiif, in his meritorious work ou 27ie Science o/Relyia 
(1873), maintains more strictly than these scholars the neutral grom 
of a purely historical collection of phenomena. 

An exception to this positivist tendency, which is so generall 
prevalent in France, is formed by Albert Reville. In his Proleg(rma 
to the History of Religion (a book which arose out of the lecton 
with which he entered on his professorial work in the Coll^ i 
France), he declares on the one hand his adherence to a stricti 
scientific method of inquiry, but at the same time professes a "m 
real " (not merely ffisthetic) sympathy for religion, and remarks t] 
these two positions are by no means exclusive of each other, 
real love for the subject is doubtless the secret of the deeper ii 
into the essence of religion and the penetration into the ideal meai 
ing of historical phenomena which make E^ville's works (he bi 
lately added to the above-mentioned works two volumea on d 
history of the religion of savage races) so superior to most of t) 
works written by his fellow-countrymen on similar tliemes. 

The Revue de I'Histoire des Religions, ably edited by M. Vemes. I 
has for three years afforded an excellent central organ for the science j 
of religion in France. It is a medium of discussion open to diflera 
schools (the results of biblical inquiry are also carefully noticed & 
it), and may thus help by degrees to reconcile conflicting tendencil 
and to evolve a common method of conducting discussions (ffl 
religious science. In addition to Earth, the well-known IndologK 
Eouch^-Leclercq, Decharme, Guyard, Maspero, Eeville, and othff 
French contributors, writers of other nationalities, such as Whitn^, 
Tiele, Kuenen, Happel, also appear in this review, which thu* 
acquires almost the importance of an international organ. 

As for the state of the science of religion in Germany, our religio- 
philosophical tendencies have been described above in detail, and 
mly a few remarks now fall to be added on what is being done for the 
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history of religion. German science is certainly not behind that of 
any other conntiy in point of industrious detailed ini^iiiriea in this 
field. It is only necessary to recall the names of our famous Indo- 
Jognes, Lassen, Benfey, Eoth, Eohtlingk, and Weber, out of whose 
school younger students have proceeded who are already famous, 
such as Zimmer, Oldenberg, and Deusaen ; then those of our Iranian 
Bcholars, Spiegel, Haug.Windisehmann ; of our Assyriologues, Schrader, 
and Delitzsch ; our Arabista, Ndldecke, Weil, Sprenger, Kremer, 
Dieterici ; our Egyptologues. Lepsius, Brugsch, Ebers ; and last, but 
by no means least, to remember the signal achievements of German 
biblical criticism, both in the Old and the New Testaments, where 
we may name, as representing all the rest, De Wette, Baur, Ewald, 
and Heuss. 

In the comparative history of religion, too, much has been done 
in Germany. The religions of the savage races have been admirably 
described by Waitz and Gerland; and Bastian has also coUected 
much valuable material here. Roskoff has delineated the nature of 
the religion of the least cultivated peoples, and in a careful mono- 
graph has given an excellent sketch of the belief in demons in various 
religions. Eschatological views have been described comparatively 
by Henne-am-Ehyn and Spiess. Zockler has treated the legends of 
creation and of the primitive state in several works. Valuable 
studies of the history of Semitic religion have been contributed by 
Btiudissin, and of the history of Indo-Germanic religion by Asmus. 
Delff has drawn a striking parallel between Prometheus, Dionysius, 
Socrates, and Christ. Seydel has treated with care the parallels, 
long since remarked, between the Buddha legend and our Gospels, 
and built bold hypotheses on the comparison. A general characteri- 
sation of Buddhism in relation to Christianity was lately published 
by Happel. 

We have fewer comprehensive works on the history of religion. 
The older works of Schwenk, Wnttke, Dollinger, Sepp, Peterson, are 
all more or leas antiquated (a fate shared by my own attempt of the 
year 1868), and no work embracing the whole history of religion has 
yet appeared to replace them. Duncker's Histoiij of Antiquity 
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(6th edition), gives valuable material, but only on the period of pie- 
Boman antiquity. E. v. Hartmann's Development of the Religum 
Consciousness (pp. 578), contains rather philosophical views and 
characterisations than a complete and historically accurate view of 
the religions. The works of the historians of culture, Hellwald, 
Gaspari, Scherr, Lippert, expatiate in the most various fields of the 
history of religion, but deal with the materials in a very arbitrary 
manner and in the interests of positivist and euhemeristic principles 
which the writers have adopted. A soberer contribution to the 
subject is P. v. lilienfeld's discussion of religion according to the 
principle of social science. These historians, however, are generafly 
as destitute of any philosophical ideas as the philosophers of 
historical reality. To work these two elements into each other, so 
that each may afford a basis to and cast light upon the other, such 
is the aim of my OenetiC'Speculative Philosophy of Religion, which 
forms the contents of the two concluding volumes of this work. 
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